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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains regulatory documents having general
applicability and legal effect, most of which
are keyed to and codified in the Code of
Federal Regulations, which is published under
50 titles pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1510.

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold by
the Superintendent of Documents. Prices of
new books are listed in the first FEDERAL
REGISTER issue of each week.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

7 CFR Part 319

[Docket No. 02—026-6]

Importation of Fruits and Vegetables;
Correction

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Final rule; correction.

SUMMARY: In a final rule published in
the Federal Register on June 25, 2003,
we amended the fruits and vegetables
regulations. The final rule contained
errors in the rule portion of the
document. This document corrects
those errors.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 25, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Wayne Burnett, Senior Import
Specialist, PPQ, APHIS, 4700 River
Road Unit 140, Riverdale, MD 20737—
1236; (301) 734—6799.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: We
published a final rule in the Federal
Register on June 25, 2003 (68 FR 37904—
37923, Docket No. 02—026—4) to amend
the fruits and vegetables regulations (7
CFR 319.56 through 319.56-8, referred
to below as the regulations). In the rule
portion of that final rule, we
inadvertently reversed the order of the
words “latitude” and “longitude” in an
amendment to § 319.56-2d,
“Administrative instructions for cold
treatments of certain imported fruits.”
Rather than referring to ““39° longitude
and east of 104° latitude,” we should
have referred to 39° latitude and east of
104° longitude.” This document corrects
that error.

We are also correcting an error in the
table in § 319.56—2t under the entry for
basil from Honduras. The additional
declaration referred to in that entry

should state that the “commodity is free
from Planococcus minor” rather than
the “fruit is free from Planococcus
minor.”

In FR Doc. 03—15908, published on
June 25, 2003 (68 FR 3790437923,
Docket No. 02—026—4), make the
following corrections:

§319.56-2d [Corrected]

= 1. On page 37917, in the first column,
in § 319.56-2d, in paragraph (b)(1),
correct “39° longitude and east of 104°
latitude” to read ‘‘39° latitude and east
of 104° longitude”.

§319.56-2t [Corrected]

= 2. On page 37919, in § 319.56—2t, in the
table, under the entry for basil from
Honduras, correct ‘“fruit is free from
Planococcus minor” to read “‘commodity
is free from Planococcus minor”.

Done in Washington, DG, this 5th day of
November 2003.
Peter Fernandez,
Acting Administrator, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service.
[FR Doc. 03-28293 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)|]
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Food Safety and Inspection Service

9 CFR Part 381
[Docket No. 02—015N]
RIN 0583-AC97

Addition of Australia and New Zealand
to the List of Foreign Countries
Eligible To Import Poultry Products
(Ratite Only) Into the United States

AGENCY: Food Safety and Inspection
Service, USDA.

ACTION: Affirmation of direct final rule.

SUMMARY: The Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) is announcing
that it is confirming the addition of
Australia and New Zealand to the list of
countries eligible to import poultry
products (ratite only) into the United
States (U.S.).

Under this direct final rule, the meat
of ratites slaughtered and processed in
certified establishments in Australia and
in New Zealand will be eligible for
importation into the U.S. All ratite meat
imported into the U.S. from Australia
and New Zealand will be subject to

reinspection at U.S. ports-of-entry by
FSIS inspectors.

ADDRESSES: Reference materials cited in
the direct final rule and all comments
received are available for public
inspection in the FSIS Docket Room
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday in Room 102, Cotton
Annex, 300 12th Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250-3700 and on the
FSIS Web site at http://
www.fsis.usda.gov/OPPDE/rdad/
FinalRules03.htm.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Clark Danford, Acting Director, Import-
Export Programs Staff, Office of
International Affairs; (202) 720-6400.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On October 28, 2000, the President
signed the FY 2001 Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug
Administration and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act (the Appropriations
Act), which provided that 180 days after
the date of its enactment, U.S.
establishments that slaughter or process
ratites (such as ostriches, emus, and
rheas) or squabs for distribution into
commerce as human food would be
subject to the requirements of the
Poultry Products Inspection Act (PPIA)
(21 U.S.C. 451,et seq.), rather than the
voluntary poultry inspection program
under section 203 of the Agriculture
Marketing Act (AMA) (7 U.S.C. 1622).
This provision of the Appropriations
Act was effective on April 26, 2001.
Prior to that time, imported ratite meat
was regulated by the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA).

On May 7, 2001, FSIS published an
interim final rule (66 FR 22899) that
amended the poultry products
regulations to include ratites and squabs
within the list of species that are
“poultry” (9 CFR 381.1(b)) and thus
subject to the mandatory inspection
requirements of the PPIA.

This interim final rule also
announced that within 18 months of
April 26, 2001, imported ratite or squab
products would have to originate in
countries that were eligible to import
poultry into the U.S. and would have to
be processed in establishments certified
by the government of the foreign
country as eligible to export to the U.S.

During the 18 months, countries that
were eligible to import meat into the
U.S. were permitted to import ratites



63984 Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Rules and Regulations

into the U.S., provided that the animals
were slaughtered in an establishment
certified to export to the U.S. and
provided the countries submit a request
for establishing equivalency. The
Federal Register document pointed out
that Australia and New Zealand were
both certified to import meat into the
U.S. and had indicated that they
planned to seek equivalency status to
import ratites into the U.S. under the
Federal poultry product inspection
regulations.

In response to Australia’s and New
Zealand’s request to establish
equivalency to import ratite and ratite
products into the U.S., FSIS conducted
a review of the Australian and New
Zealand ratite inspection systems to
determine whether they are equivalent
to the U.S. ratite inspection laws and
regulations. The review concluded that
both countries’ requirements are
equivalent to those mandated by the
PPIA and its implementing regulations.

FSIS then conducted an on-site
review of the Australian and New
Zealand ratite inspection systems in
operation. Both countries inspect ratites
under the programs that FSIS has found
equivalent to that of the U.S. for other
species. The on-site review found that
both countries were in fact
implementing the slaughter and
inspection procedures that FSIS found
to be equivalent in its document
analysis. The FSIS review team
concluded that the implementation of
ratite processing standards and
procedures by both countries is
equivalent to that by the U.S.

On June 23, 2003, FSIS issued a direct
final rule (68 FR 37069) announcing that
it planned to amend the Federal poultry
products inspection regulations to add
Australia and New Zealand to the list of
countries eligible to import ratite meat
products into the U.S. The rule made
clear that these countries have
consistently maintained their eligibility
to certify meat slaughter and processing
operations, and that they meet the
equivalency standards.

The June 23, 2003, direct final rule
provided a 30-day comment period,
ending July 23, 2003. The direct final
rule stated that the rule would be made
effective “unless written adverse
comments within the scope of this
rulemaking or written notice of intent to
submit adverse comments within the
scope of this rulemaking are received on
or before July 23, 2003.”

FSIS received comments in response
to the direct final rule, all from
representatives of the U.S. ratite
industry. After careful review and full
consideration of these comments, FSIS
has concluded that none of them raised

or discussed issues that were “within
the scope of this rulemaking.” None of
the comments addressed whether the
ratite inspection system in Australia and
New Zealand is equivalent.

Most commenters believed that this
direct final rule would “lift the import
restrictions” on ratite products and
voiced opposition to opening the
American market to such products.
These views reflected a
misunderstanding of the rule’s purpose
and effect.

This change to the regulations does
not “lift import restrictions” on ratite
products from Australia and New
Zealand or “‘open the market” to such
products, since Australia and New
Zealand have been able to import ratite
products into the U.S. under the
jurisdiction of FDA for years.

Under USDA regulations, foreign
countries that import ratite meat into
the U.S. are required to meet import
requirements that substantially exceed
those that were applied by FDA rules.
For example, under USDA regulations
ratite meat may be imported into the
U.S. only from establishments in
countries that have demonstrated to
FSIS that they have a system of poultry
inspection that is equivalent to the U.S.
domestic program. In other words,
foreign ratite meat must be as safe and
wholesome as domestic ratite meat.

FSIS conducts annual audits of
exporting countries’ systems to verify
the equivalence of their inspection
program. Furthermore, under USDA
jurisdiction, every lot of imported ratite
meat must be presented to FSIS for
reinspection at a U.S. port-of-entry.
Products that are reinspected and found
not to meet U.S. ratite meat standards
would be rejected and refused entry into
the U.S.

Other commenters focused on the
importation of emu oil. The change to
the regulation pertains only to ratite
meat. Emu oil would be subject to FSIS
jurisdiction only if it were imported for
use as human food. FSIS is not aware of
any direct food use for emu oils. Based
on FSIS’s understanding from the
comments, emu oil is used in the U.S.
for a variety of pharmaceutical
purposes, but not for food. The
pharmaceutical use of an animal-
derived product will continue to be
regulated by the FDA, not USDA.

Commenters also stated that
American ratite farmers cannot compete
with ratite products from Australia and
New Zealand, because those countries
sell their products at a lower cost than
that of U.S. producers. However, as
stated above and in the June 2003 direct
final rule, Australia and New Zealand
already import ratite meat into the U.S.

and have been doing so for some time.
These foreign establishments import
approximately 160,000 pounds of fresh
or frozen whole, cut-up, or deboned
ratite meat per year into the U.S. There
is no reason to believe, nor have the
commenters provided any reason to
believe, that there will be a significant
change in volume of trade as a result of
this rule. Nor is this rule likely to have
much of an effect on supply and prices.
Therefore, this rule is not expected to
have an impact on small domestic
entities that produce these types of
products. Even if the product quantities
and varieties imported increase, there is
no basis to make any conclusion other
than that the volume increase will be
minimal, and no significant impact will
be realized.

After review and consideration of the
comments received, FSIS has concluded
that the comments received are not
adverse comments within the scope of
the rule. Thus, the Agency is affirming
the direct final rule adding Australia
and New Zealand to the list of countries
eligible to import poultry products
(ratite only) into the U.S.

Additional Public Notification

Public awareness of all segments of
rulemaking and policy development is
important. Consequently, in an effort to
better ensure that minorities, women,
and persons with disabilities are aware
of this notice, FSIS will announce it and
make copies of this Federal Register
publication available through the FSIS
Constituent Update. FSIS provides a
weekly Constituent Update, which is
communicated via Listserv, a free e-mail
subscription service. In addition, the
update is available on-line through the
FSIS Web page located at http://
www.fsis.usda.gov. The update is used
to provide information regarding FSIS
policies, procedures, regulations,
Federal Register notices, FSIS public
meetings, recalls, and any other types of
information that could affect or would
be of interest to our constituents/
stakeholders. The constituent Listserv
consists of industry, trade, and farm
groups, consumer interest groups, allied
health professionals, scientific
professionals, and other individuals that
have requested to be included. Through
the Listserv and web page, FSIS is able
to provide information to a much
broader, more diverse audience.

For more information contact the
Congressional and Public Affairs Office,
at (202) 720-9113. To be added to the
free e-mail subscription service
(Listserv) go to the Constituent Update”
page on the FSIS Web site at http://
www.fsis.usda.gov/oa/update/
update.htm. Click on the “Subscribe to
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the Constituent Update Listserv” link,
then fill out and submit the form.

Done in Washington, DC, on November 5,
2003.
Dr. Garry L. McKee,
Administrator.
[FR Doc. 03—28273 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-DM-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71

[Docket No. FAA—-2003-16407; Airspace
Docket No. 03—ACE-75]

Modification of Class D Airspace; and
Modification of Class E Airspace;
Topeka, Philip Billard Municipal
Airport, KS

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Direct final rule; request for
comments.

SUMMARY: Area Navigation (RNAV)
Global Positioning System (GPS)
Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures (SIAPs) have been
developed to serve Philip Billard
Municipal Airport, Topeka, KS. Also,
the existing VHF Omni-directional
Range (VOR)/Distance Measuring
Equipment (DME) Runway (RWY) 22
SIAP serving Philip Billard Municipal
Airport has been amended. An
examination of controlled airspace for
Topeka, Philip Billard Municipal
Airport, KS revealed discrepancies in
the legal descriptions for the Class D
and Class E airspace areas.

The intended effect of this rule is to
provide controlled airspace of
appropriate dimensions to protect
aircraft executing SIAPs to Philip
Billard Municipal Airport. It also
corrects discrepancies in the legal
descriptions to Topeka, Philip Billard
Municipal Airport, KS Class D and Class
E airspace areas and brings the airspace
areas and legal descriptions into
compliance with FAA Orders.

DATES: This direct final rule is effective
on 0901 UTC, February 19, 2004.
Comments for inclusion in the Rules
Docket must be received on or before
December 12, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on this
proposal to the Docket Management
System, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Room Plaza 401, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC
20590-0001. You must identify the
docket number FAA-2003-16407/
Airspace Docket No. 03—ACE-75, at the

beginning of your comments. You may
also submit comments on the Internet at
http://dms.dot.gov. You may review the
public docket containing the proposal,
any comments received, and any final
disposition in person in the Dockets
Office between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays. The Docket Office (telephone
1-800-647-5527) is on the plaza level
of the Department of Transportation
NASSIF Building at the above address.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathy Randolph, Air Traffic Division,
Airspace Branch, AC-520C, DOT
Regional Headquarters Building, Federal
Aviation Administration, 901 Locust,
Kansas City, MO 64106; telephone:
(816) 329-2525.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
amendment to 14 CFR 71 modifies the
Class D airspace area and the Class E
airspace area extending upward from
700 feet above the surface at Topeka,
Philip Billard Municipal Airport, KS.
RNAV (GPS) ORIGINAL SIAPs for
RWYs 4, 13, 18, 22, 31 and 36 VOR/
DME RWY 22, AMENDMENT 21, SIAP
have been developed to serve Philip
Billard Municipal Airport. Existing
controlled airspace at Topeka, Philip
Billard Municipal Airport, KS is
adequate to contain aircraft executing
the new RNAV (GPS) approach
procedures. However, the Class E
airspace areas extending upward from
700 feet above the Surface must be
tailored to protect aircraft executing the
amended VOR/DME RWY 22 SIAP. An
examination of controlled airspace for
Topeka, KS revealed discrepancies in
the legal descriptions for to Topeka, KS
Class D and Class E airspace areas. This
action corrects the discrepancies and
brings the airspace areas and their legal
descriptions into compliance with FAA
Order 7400.2E, Procedures for Handling
Airspace Matters. The areas will be
depicted on appropriate aeronautical
charts. Class D airspace are published in
paragraph 5000 of FAA Order 7400.9L,
dated September 2, 2003, and effective
September 16, 2003, which is
incorporated by reference in 14 CFR
71.1 Class E airspace areas extending
upward from 700 feet or more above the
surface of the earth are published in
paragraph 6005 of the same FAA Order.
The Class D and Class E airspace
designations listed in this document
will be published subsequently in the
Order.

The Direct Final Rule Procedure

The FAA anticipates that this
regulation will not result in adverse or
negative comment and, therefore, is
issuing it as a direct final rule. Previous

actions of this nature have not been
controversial and have not resulted in
adverse comments or objections. Unless
a written adverse or negative comment,
or a written notice of intent to submit
an adverse or negative comment is
received within the comment period,
the regulation will become effective on
the date specified above. After the close
of the comment period, the FAA will
publish a document in the Federal
Register indicating that no adverse or
negative comments were received and
confirming the date on which the final
rule will become effective. If the FAA
does receive, within the comment
period, an adverse or negative comment
or written notice of intent to submit
such a comment, a document
withdrawing the direct final rule will be
published in the Federal Register, and
a notice of proposed rulemaking may be
published with a new comment period.

Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to
participate in this rulemaking by
submitting such written data, views, or
arguments, as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presented are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the proposal. Comments
are specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, aeronautical, economic,
environmental, and energy-related
aspects of the proposal.
Communications should identify both
docket numbers and be submitted in
triplicate to the address listed above.
Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
on this notice must submit with those
comments a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Docket No. FAA-2003-16407/Airspace
Docket No. 03—ACE-75.” The postcard
will be date/time stamped and returned
to the commenter.

Agency Findings

The regulations adopted herein will
not have a substantial direct effect on
the States, on the relationship between
the national Government and the States,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, it is
determined that this final rule does not
have federalism implications under
Executive Order 13132.

The FAA has determined that this
regulation is noncontroversial and
unlikely to result in adverse or negative
comments. For the reasons discussed in
the preamble, I certify that this
regulation (1) is not a ““significant
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regulatory action” under Executive
Order 12866; (2) is not a ““‘significant
rule” under Department of
Transportation (DOT) Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034,
February 26, 1979); and (3) if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Airspace, Incorporation by reference,
Navigation (air).

Adoption of the Amendment

= Accordingly, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends 14 CFR part 71
as follows:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF CLASS A,
CLASS B, CLASS C, CLASS D, AND
CLASS E AIRSPACE AREAS;
AIRWAYS; ROUTES; AND REPORTING
POINTS

» 1. The authority citation for part 71
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 60103, 40113,
40120; E.O. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959—
1963 Comp., p. 389.

§71.1 [Amended]

» 2. The incorporation by reference in 14
CFR 71.1 of Federal Aviation
Administration Order 7400.9L, dated
September 2, 2003, and effective
Septebmer 16, 2003, is amended as
follows:

Paragraph 5000 Class D Airspace.

* * * * *

ACE KSD Topeka, Philip Billard
Municipal Airport, KS
Topeka, Philip Billard Municipal Airport, KS

(Lat. 39°04'07" N., long. 95°37'21" W.)
Topeka, Forbes Field, KS

(Lat. 38°57'03" N., long. 95°39'49" W.)

That airspace extending upward from the
surface to and including 3,400 feet MSL
within a 4-mile radius of Philip Billard
Municipal Airport, excluding that airspace
within the Topeka, Forbes Field, KS, Class D
airspace area. This Class D airspace area is
effective during the specific dates and times
established in advance by a Notice to
Airmen. The effective date and time will
thereafter be continuously published in the
airport/Facility Directory.

* * * * *

Paragraph 6005 Class E airspace areas
extending upward from 700 feet or more
above the surface of the earth.

* * * * *

ACEKS ES Topeka, Philip Billard
Municipal Airport, KS

Topeka, Philip Billard Municipal Airport, KS
(Lat. 39°04'07" N., long. 95°37'21" W.)

Topeka VORTAC

(Lat. 39°08'14" N., long. 95°32'57" W.)
BILOY LOM

(Lat. 39°07'13" N., long. 95°41'14" W.)
Philip Billard Municipal Airport ILS

Localizer

(Lat. 39°03'47" N., long. 95°36'42" W.)

That airspace extending upward from 700
feet above the surface within a 6.5-mile
radius of Topeka, Philip Billard Municipal
Airport and within 3.4 miles each side of the
030° radial of the Topeka VORTAC extending
from the 6.5-mile radius of the airport to 5.6
miles northeast of the VORTAC and within
4 miles southwest and 7 miles northeast of
the Philip Billard Municipal Airport ILS
localizer course extending from 15 miles
southeast of the airport to 12 miles northwest
of BILOY LOM.

* * * * *

Issued in Kansas City, MO on October 28,
2003.

Paul J. Sheridan

Acting Manager, Air Traffic Division, Central
Region.

[FR Doc. 03—-28258 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Internal Revenue Service

26 CFR Parts 1 and 602
[TD 9088]
RIN-1545-BA57

Compensatory Stock Options Under
Section 482

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service (IRS),
Treasury.
ACTION: Correction to final regulations.

SUMMARY: This document contains
corrections to final regulations that were
published in the Federal Register on
Tuesday, August 26, 2003 (68 FR
51171), that provide guidance regarding
the application of the rules of section
482 governing qualified cost sharing
arrangements.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This correction is
effective August 26, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.:
Douglas Giblen (202) 435-5265 (not a
toll-free number).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The final regulations that are the
subject of these corrections are under
section 482.

Need for Correction

As published, the final regulations
(TD 9088) contains an error that may
prove to be misleading and is in need
of clarification.

Correction of Publication

= Accordingly, the publication of final
regulations (TD 9088), which are the
subject of FR. Doc. 03—-21355, is
corrected as follows:

= On page 51173, column 3, in the
preamble, under the paragraph heading
“Other Comments”, paragraph 2, line 5,
the language “account for in the context
of QCSAs is” is corrected to read
“account in the context of QCSAs is”’.

La Nita Van Dyke,

Acting Chief, Publications and Regulations
Branch, Legal Processing Division, Associate
Chief Counsel (Procedures and
Administration).

[FR Doc. 03—28348 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4830-01-U

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 117
[CGD08-03-042]
RIN 1625-AA09

Drawbridge Operation Regulation;
Mississippi River, lowa and lllinois

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Temporary final rule.

SUMMARY: The Commander, Eighth
Coast Guard District, is temporarily
changing the regulation governing the
Rock Island Railroad and Highway
Drawbridge, across the Upper
Mississippi River at Mile 482.9, at Rock
Island, Illinois. The drawbridge need
not open for river traffic and may
remain in the closed-to-navigation
position from 7:30 a.m., December 15,
2003, until 7:30 a.m., March 15, 2004.
This temporary rule is issued to
facilitate annual maintenance and repair
on the bridge.

DATES: This temporary rule is effective
from 7:30 a.m., December 15, 2003, until
7:30 a.m., March 15, 2004.

ADDRESSES: Documents referred to in
this rule are available for inspection or
copying at room 2.107f in the Robert A.
Young Federal Building at Eighth Coast
Guard District, Bridge Branch, 1222
Spruce Street, St. Louis, MO 63103
2832, between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m.
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays. The telephone number is (314)
539-3900, extension 2378. The Bridge
Branch maintains the public docket for
this rulemaking.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Roger K. Wiebusch, Bridge
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Administrator, (314) 539-3900,
extension 2378.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Good Cause for Not Publishing an
NPRM

We did not publish a notice of
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) for this
regulation. Under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B), the
Coast Guard finds that good cause exists
for not publishing an NPRM. This rule
is being promulgated without an NPRM
because the limited affect on vessel
traffic makes notice and comment
unnecessary. Maintenance on the bridge
will not begin until after the closure of
Lock 22 on the Mississippi River. After
that time, only commercial vessels left
in the pool above Lock 22 will be able
to transit through the bridge. Both the
bridge and lock closure recur at the
same time each year, and local vessel
operators plan for the closures in
advance. Prompt publication of this rule
is also necessary to protect the public
from safety hazards associated with
conducting maintenance on the bridge.

Background and Purpose

On September 17, 2003, the
Department of the Army, Rock Island
Arsenal, requested a temporary change
to the operation of the Rock Island
Railroad and Highway Drawbridge
across the Upper Mississippi River, Mile
482.9 at Rock Island, Illinois to allow
the drawbridge to remain in the closed
to navigation from 7:30 a.m., December
15, 2003, until 7:30 a.m., March 15,
2004. Department of the Army, Rock
Island Arsenal, requested that the
drawbridge remain closed to navigation
to allow the bridge owner time for
preventive maintenance that is essential
to the continued safe operation of the
drawbridge.

The Rock Island Railroad and
Highway Drawbridge has a vertical
clearance of 23.8 feet above normal pool
in the closed-to-navigation position.
Navigation on the waterway consists
primarily of commercial tows and
recreational watercraft. Presently, the
draw opens on signal for passage of
river traffic. Winter freezing of the
Upper Mississippi River coupled with
the closure of Army Corps of Engineer’s
Lock No. 22 (Mile 301.2 UMR) until
7:30 a.m. March 15, 2004 will reduce
any significant navigation demands for
the drawspan opening. The Rock Island
Railroad & Highway Drawbridge, Mile
482.9, Upper Mississippi River, is
located upstream from Lock 22.
Performing maintenance on the bridge
during the winter when the number of
vessels likely to be impacted is minimal
is preferred to restricting vessel traffic

during the commercial navigation
season.

Regulatory Evaluation

This rule is not a “significant
regulatory action” under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review, and does not
require an assessment of potential costs
and benefits under section 6(a)(3) of that
Order. The Office of Management and
Budget has not reviewed it under that
Order. It is not “‘significant” under the
regulatory policies and procedures of
the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS).

Because vessel traffic in the area of
Rock Island, Illinois will be greatly
reduced by winter icing of the Upper
Mississippi River and the closure of
Lock 22, it is expected that this rule will
have minimal economic or budgetary
effects on the local community.

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601-612), we have considered
whether this rule would have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The term “small entities” comprises
small businesses, not-for-profit
organizations that are independently
owned and operated and are not
dominant in their fields, and
governmental jurisdictions with
populations of less than 50,000. This
temporary rule will have a negligible
impact on vessel traffic. The primary
users of the Upper Mississippi River in
Rock Island, Illinois are commercial
towboat operators. With the onset of
winter conditions on the Upper
Mississippi River coupled with the
closure of Army Corps of Engineers’
Lock No. 22 (Mile 301.2 UMR) until
March 15, 2004, there will be few, if
any, significant navigation demands for
the drawspan opening.

The Coast Guard certifies under 5
U.S.C. 605(b) that this rule will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

Assistance for Small Entities

Under section 213(a) of the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121),
we offered to assist small entities in
understanding the rule so that they can
better evaluate its effects on them and
participate in the rulemaking process.
Any individual that qualifies or,
believes he or she qualifies as a small
entity and requires assistance with the
provisions of this rule, may contact Mr.
Roger K. Wiebusch, Bridge
Administrator, Eighth Coast Guard

District, Bridge Branch, at (314) 539—
3900, extension 2378.

Small businesses may send comments
on the actions of Federal employees
who enforce, or otherwise determine
compliance with, Federal regulations to
the Small Business and Agriculture
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman
and the Regional Small Business
Regulatory Fairness Boards. The
Ombudsman evaluates these actions
annually and rates each agency’s
responsiveness to small business. If you
wish to comment on actions by
employees of the Coast Guard, call 1-
888—REG—FAIR (1-888-734-3247).

Collection of Information

This rule contains no new collection-
of-information under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501—
3520).

Federalism

A rule has implications for federalism
under Executive Order 13132,
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct
effect on State or local governments and
would either preempt State law or
impose a substantial direct cost of
compliance on them. We have analyzed
this rule under that Order and have
determined that this rule does not have
implications for federalism.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulation actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or tribal government, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector or
$100,000,000 or more in any one year.
Though this rule will not result in such
an expenditure, we do discuss the
effects of this rule elsewhere in this
preamble.

Taking of Private Property

This rule will not affect a taking of
private property or otherwise have
taking implications under Executive
Order 12630, Governmental Actions and
Interference with Constitutionally
Protected Property Rights.

Civil Justice Reform

This rule meets applicable standards
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of Executive
Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform, to
minimize litigation, eliminate
ambiguity, and reduce burden.

Protection of Children

We have analyzed this rule under
Executive Order 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
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Risks and Safety Risks. This rule is not
an economically significant rule and
does not concern an environmental risk
to health or risk to safety that may
disproportionately affect children.

Indian Tribal Governments

This rule does not have tribal
implications under Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments,
because it would not have a substantial
direct effect on one or more Indian
tribes, on the relationship between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
Government and Indian tribes.

Energy Effects

We have analyzed this rule under
Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. We have
determined that it is not a “‘significant
energy action” under that order because
it is not a “significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866 and is not
likely to have a significant adverse effect
on the supply, distribution, or use of
energy. It has not been designated by the
Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs as a
significant energy action. Therefore, it
does not require a Statement of Energy
Effects under Executive Order 13211.

Environment

We have considered the
environmental impact of this rule and
concluded that under figure 21,
paragraph (32)(e), of Commandant
Instruction M16475.1D, this rule is
categorically excluded from further
environmental documentation.
Paragraph 32(e) excludes the
promulgation of operating regulations or
procedures for drawbridges from the
environmental documentation
requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Since this regulation would alter the
normal operating conditions of the
drawbridge, it falls within this
exclusion. A “Categorical Exclusion
Determination” is in the docket for
inspection or copying where indicated
under ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 117
Bridges.

Regulations

m For the reasons discussed in the

preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33
CFR part 117 as follows:

PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE
OPERATION REGULATIONS

= 1. The authority citation for part 117
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 499; 33 CFR 1.05-1(g);
Department of Homeland Security Delegation
No. 0170; 33 CFR 1.05-1(g); section 117.255
also issued under the authority of Pub. L.
102-587, 106 Stat. 5039.
= 2. From 7:30 a.m., December 15, 2003,
through 7:30 a.m., March 15, 2004,
§117.T395 is added to read as follows:

§117.T395 Upper Mississippi River; Rock
Island Railroad and Highway Drawbridge,
Mile 482.9, Upper Mississippi River.

From 7:30 a.m., December 15, 2003
through 7:30 a.m., March 15, 2004, the
drawspan need not open for river traffic
and may be maintained in the closed-to-
navigation position.

Dated: October 30, 2003.

J.W. Stark,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Acting
Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 03-28319 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-15-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 165

[CGD08-03-029]

RIN 1625-AA11

Regulated Navigation Area; Reporting
Requirements for Barges Loaded With
Certain Dangerous Cargoes, Inland

Rivers, Eighth Coast Guard District;
Correction

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Interim final rule; correction.

SUMMARY: On October 3, 2003, the Coast
Guard published an interim final rule
with a request for comments in the
Federal Register that established a
regulated navigation area (RNA) within
all inland rivers of the Eighth Coast
Guard District. This document contains
corrections to that rule.

DATES: Effective November 1, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information regarding this document, or
if you have questions on viewing or
submitting material to the docket, write
or call Commander (CDR) Jerry Torok or
Lieutenant (LT) Kevin Lynn, Project
Managers for the Eighth Coast Guard
District Commander, Hale Boggs Federal
Bldg., 501 Magazine Street, New
Orleans, LA 70130, telephone (504)
589-6271.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
October 3, 2003, the Coast Guard
published an interim final rule entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Reporting
Requirements for Barges Loaded With
Certain Dangerous Cargoes, Inland
Rivers, Eighth Coast Guard District” in
the Federal Register (68 FR 57358). As
originally drafted, the information in
paragraph (e) of § 165.830 was set out as
a table. On publication in the Federal
Register, the table was converted to a
textual format. References elsewhere in
the published document to that table
must now be corrected to reference
paragraph (e), rather than the table.

In the temporary interim rule FR Doc.
03-25165 published on October 3, 2003
(68 FR 57358), make the following
corrections:

= On page 57361, in the second column,
on line 4, correct “table” to read “§”.

§165.830 [Corrected]
= On page 57364, in the second column,
in paragraph (d)(1)(v), remove “in table
165.830(e)”.

Dated: October 31, 2003.
R.F. Duncan,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, Commander,
Eighth Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 03—28328 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-15-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 165

[CGD07-03-069]

RIN 1625-AA11

Regulated Navigation Area; Port

Everglades Harbor, Fort Lauderdale,
FL

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard has
established a regulated navigation area
in Port Everglades Harbor, Fort
Lauderdale, Florida to promote national
security and the safety and security of
the harbor by enhancing law
enforcement officer’s opportunity to
better protect high-risk vessels and
facilities in Port Everglades Harbor. This
rule establishes a slow speed zone in the
harbor for vessels less than 150 meters
in length.

DATES: This rule is effective November
12, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Comments and material
received from the public, as well as



Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Rules and Regulations

63989

documents indicated in this preamble as
being available in the docket, are part of
docket [CGD07-03—-069] and are
available for inspection or copying at
U.S. Coast Guard, Marine Safety Office,
100 MacArthur Causeway, Miami,
Florida 33139 between 8 a.m. and 4
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: LT
Douglas Tindall, Coast Guard Marine
Safety Office Miami, Waterways
Management at (305) 535—-8701.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Regulatory Information

On April 25, 2003, the Coast Guard
issued a temporary final rule entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Port
Everglades Harbor, Fort Lauderdale, FL”
(68 FR 25498, May 13, 2003) creating a
temporary regulated navigation area
within Port Everglades Harbor. On June
6, 2003, we published a notice of
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Port
Everglades Harbor, Fort Lauderdale, FL.”
in the Federal Register (68 FR 33896).

We received four letters commenting
on the proposed rule. No public hearing
was requested, and none was held.
Under 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3), the Coast
Guard finds that good cause exists for
making this rule effective less than 30
days after publication in the Federal
Register. This rule is an important
enforcement tool that assists law
enforcement officials in responding to
port security threats, protecting public
safety, and ensuring the security of the
Port and waterways. Therefore, delay of
the effective date of this rule is contrary
to public interest.

Background and Purpose

The terrorist attacks of September
2001 killed thousands of people and
heightened the need for development of
various security measures throughout
the seaports of the United States. The
President declared national emergencies
following the September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks and has continued
them, specifically: The Continuation of
the National Emergency with Respect to
Certain Terrorist Attacks (67 FR 58317,
Sep. 13, 2002); and the Continuation of
the National Emergency With Respect to
Persons Who Commit, Threaten to
Commit, or Support Terrorism (67 FR
59447, Sep. 20, 2002). In Executive
Order 13273, the President published a
finding that, pursuant to law, including
the Magnuson Act (50 U.S.C. 191 et
seq.), the security of the United States
is endangered because of the September
11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United
States (67 FR 56215, Aug. 21, 2002).

Following the September 2001 attacks,
national security and intelligence
officials warned that future terrorist
attacks are likely.

The Captain of the Port (COTP) Miami
has determined that there is an
increased risk that subversive activity
could be launched by vessels or persons
in close proximity to Port Everglades
because of the numerous high-capacity
passenger vessels, vessels carrying
hazardous cargo, critical infrastructure
facilities including propane and
petroleum processing facilities, and U.S.
military vessels that use the port. This
regulated navigation area will aid law
enforcement officials in monitoring
vessel traffic, because vessels not
complying with the slow speed zone
will quickly draw attention, giving law
enforcement officials more time to
assess the situation and take appropriate
action to protect vessels within the port
and port facilities.

The temporary final rule the Coast
Guard issued April 25, 2003, entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Port
Everglades Harbor, Fort Lauderdale,
Florida” (68 FR 25498) created a
temporary regulated navigation area that
encompassed a larger area of the port
than this final rule encompasses. That
temporary final rule expired at 12:01
a.m. on September 1, 2003. Prior to the
creation of that temporary final rule,
vessels were able to enter the harbor
from sea at a high rate of speed and
maintain that high rate of speed in the
harbor until coming in close proximity
of high capacity passenger vessels,
vessels carrying hazardous cargo,
critical infrastructure facilities and U.S.
military vessels that are often moored
within an existing security zone or
naval vessel protection zone. Law
enforcement officials did not have
sufficient time to react to vessels that
failed to slow their speed prior to
reaching the limits of the existing
security zone or naval vessel protection
zone. This regulated navigation area is
necessary to protect the public, port,
law enforcement officials, and
waterways of the United States from
potential subversive acts.

Nothing in this final rule relieves
vessels or operators from complying
with all state and local laws in the
regulated area, including manatee slow
speed zones.

Discussion of Comments and Changes

We received four letters offering
comments on the proposed rule.
Generally, the comments were in
opposition to the proposed rule.

Comments addressed the following
areas:

» Overall effectiveness of the speed
restrictions;

* Smaller vessels impeding larger
vessels within the channel;

» Economic effects; and

* Rules of the road conflicts.

As a result of these comments, we
made the following changes: In
paragraph (a) the original eastern RNA
boundaries in Bar Cut were moved west
approximately 1300 feet removing the
narrowest portion of Bar Cut from the
zone, and the RNA westerly boundaries
were moved east to coincide with
existing state and local slow speed
zones; and in paragraph (b) a reference
to construing this rule as consistent
with the Inland Navigation Rules’ safe
speed requirement was added. Each
comment is discussed in more detail in
the following four paragraphs.

Overall effectiveness. Two comments
questioned the overall effectiveness of
the speed restrictions. They opined that
any terrorist focused on causing
destruction to the port will maneuver
his vessel at the posted speed so as not
to call attention to himself, approach his
target and complete his goal. While this
rule is not a panacea for port security,
we disagree that it is ineffective. This
rule will assist law enforcement officials
in protecting the Port by enabling law
enforcement officials to discriminate
suspect vessels from legitimate marine
traffic and will provide law enforcement
officials with more time to investigate
suspect vessels. The slow speed
restriction makes vessels traveling at
high speeds, vessels that rapidly
increase speed, and vessels that are on
headings toward critical infrastructure,
high capacity passenger vessels, vessels
carrying hazardous cargo, etc. more
easily identifiable to law enforcement
officials.

Smaller vessels impeding larger
vessels. Two comments expressed
concern about recreational boaters
impeding commercial vessels due to
their inability to move swiftly in the
channel. The comments stated that
since the implementation of the
temporary rule, there has been a
dramatic increase in the number of close
quarter’s situations. The comment
suggested that if this rule is
implemented, in the interest of safe
navigation, the Inner Bar Cut should be
closed to all recreational vessels when
commercial traffic is transiting the
channel. The Coast Guard agrees with
the potential for smaller vessels to
impede larger commercial vessels.
However, the Coast Guard disagrees that
closing the channel to recreational
vessels when commercial traffic is
transiting is an appropriate way to
prevent close quarters situations. The



63990 Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Rules and Regulations

Coast Guard believes that by moving the
boundaries of the RNA, which reduces
the area within the channel covered by
the RNA, the potential for smaller
vessels to impede larger commercial
vessels is minimized.

Economic effects. One comment
expressed a fear that this rule would be
overly burdensome or nonsensical and
it will cause recreational boaters to seek
other hobbies. The comment expressed
a fear that with less boaters operating,
service providers, restaurants, fuel
docks, marinas, repair facilities and
assistance companies who depend on
boating traffic will suffer negative
economic impacts. The Coast Guard
disagrees. Local and federal law
enforcement officials on scene observed
no decrease in vessel traffic from the
period prior to the temporary rule going
into effect and during the time the
temporary rule was in effect.

Conflicts with the Rules of the Road.
One comment expressed a concern that
the rule will directly conflict with the
Inland Rules of the Road. Rule 6 of the
Inland Navigation Rules contained in
the Inland Navigational Rules Act of
1980 (33 U.S.C. 2001 et. seq.) requires
every vessel to proceed at a safe speed
at all times so as to avoid collision and
to stop within an appropriate distance
given prevailing circumstances and
conditions. (33 U.S.C. 2006, and see 33
CFR 89.23). The comment states that the
area of the channel to which the
proposed slow speed zone applies is the
very area in which large commercial
traffic is either accelerating to overcome
the effects of cross wind and current or
reducing speed prior to entering the
confines of the port. The Coast Guard
agrees that larger vessels may have to
adjust their acceleration to overcome the
effects of cross wind and current. As a
result, the Coast Guard has moved the
boundaries of the RNA, effectively
reducing the area within the channel
covered by the RNA, giving large vessels
more area to slow down and speed up,
to overcome the wind and current
affects. Additionally, the Coast Guard is
not subjecting vessels 150 meters or
greater to the RNA’s slow speed
requirement. Finally, reducing the size
of the RNA within the channel has
removed the narrowest portion of the
Inner Bar Cut from the RNA thus further
minimizing the potential for smaller
vessels to impede larger vessels
operating within the channel.

Regulatory Evaluation

This rule is not a “significant
regulatory action” under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review, and does not
require an assessment of potential costs

and benefits under section 6(a)(3) of that
Order. The Office of Management and
Budget has not reviewed it under that
Order. It is not “‘significant” under the
regulatory policies and procedures of
the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS). The Coast Guard expects the
economic impact of this rule to be so
minimal that a full regulatory evaluation
under the regulatory policies and
procedures of DHS is unnecessary. The
regulated navigation area is narrowly
tailored to protect the public, ports and
waterways of the United States. Vessels
may transit through the regulated
navigation area but must proceed at a
slow speed.

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601-612), we considered
whether this rule would have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The term “small entities” includes
small businesses, not-for-profit
organizations that are independently
owned and operated and are not
dominant in their fields, and
governmental jurisdictions with
populations of less than 50,000.

The Coast Guard certifies under 5
U.S.C. 605(b) that this rule will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The regulated navigation area is
narrowly tailored to protect the public,
port and waterways of the United States
in Port Everglades, Florida. Vessels may
transit through the regulated navigation
area but must proceed at a slow speed.

Assistance for Small Entities

Under section 213(a) of the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121),
we offer to assist small entities in
understanding the rule so that they can
better evaluate its effects on them and
participate in the rulemaking process.

Small businesses may send comments
on the actions of Federal employees
who enforce, or otherwise determine
compliance with, Federal regulations to
the Small Business and Agriculture
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman
and the Regional Small Business
Regulatory Fairness Boards. The
Ombudsman evaluates these actions
annually and rates each agency’s
responsiveness to small business. If you
wish to comment on actions by
employees of the Coast Guard, call 1-
888—REG-FAIR (1-888-734—3247).

Collection of Information

This rule calls for no new collection
of information under the Paperwork

Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501—
3520).

Federalism

A rule has implications for federalism
under Executive Order 13132,
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct
effect on State or local governments and
would either preempt State law or
impose a substantial direct cost of
compliance on them. We have analyzed
this rule under that Order and have
determined that it does not have
implications for federalism.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulatory actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or tribal government, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector of
$100,000,000 or more in any one year.
Although this rule will not result in
such expenditure, we do discuss the
effects of this rule elsewhere in this
preamble.

Taking of Private Property

This rule will not effect a taking of
private property or otherwise have
taking implications under Executive
Order 12630, Governmental Actions and
Interference with Constitutionally
Protected Property Rights.

Civil Justice Reform

This rule meets applicable standards
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of Executive
Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform, to
minimize litigation, eliminate
ambiguity, and reduce burden.

Protection of Children

We have analyzed this rule under
Executive Order 13045, Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks. This rule is not
an economically significant rule and
does not create an environmental risk to
health or risk to safety that may
disproportionately affect children.

Indian Tribal Governments

This rule does not have tribal
implications under Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments,
because it does not have a substantial
direct effect on one or more Indian
tribes, on the relationship between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
Government and Indian tribes.
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Energy Effects

We have analyzed this rule under
Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. We have
determined that it is not a “‘significant
energy action” under that order, because
it is not a ““significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866 and is not
likely to have a significant adverse effect
on the supply, distribution, or use of
energy. The Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs
has not designated it as a significant
energy action. Therefore, it does not
require a Statement of Energy Effects
under Executive Order 13211.

Environment

We have analyzed this rule under
Commandant Instruction M16475.1D,
which guides the Coast Guard in
complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA)(42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and
have concluded that there are no factors
in this case that would limit the use of
a categorical exclusion under section
2.B.2 of the Instruction. Therefore, this
rule is categorically excluded, under
figure 2—1, paragraph (34)(g), of the
Instruction, from further environmental
documentation. A final “Environmental
Analysis Check List”” and a final
“Categorical Exclusion Determination”
are available in the docket where
indicated under ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures,
Waterways.

m For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33
CFR part 165 as follows:

PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS

= 1. The authority citation for part 165
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C 1226, 1231; 46 U.S.C.
Chapter 701; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR
1.05-1(g), 6.04—1, 6.04—6, and 106.5; Pub. L.
107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department of
Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1.

= 2. Add §165.765 to read as follows:

§165.765 Regulated Navigation Area; Port
Everglades Harbor, Fort Lauderdale,
Florida.

(a) Location. The following area in
Port Everglades harbor is a regulated
navigation area: all waters of Port
Everglades harbor, from shore to shore,
encompassed by a line commencing at
the south mid-point tip of Harbor

Heights approximately 26°05.687' N,
080°06.684' W; thence south across Bar
Cut to a point north of the Nova
University Marina approximately
26°05.552' N, 080°06.682' W, thence
southwesterly to a point near the center
of Lake Mabel approximately 26°05.482'
N, 080°06.793" W, thence northwesterly
to a point near the Quick Flashing Red
#12 approximately 26°05.666' N,
080°06.947' W, thence east to south
mid-point tip of Harbor Heights (starting
point) approximately 26°05.687' N,
080°06.684' W.

(b) Regulations. Vessels less than 150
meters entering and transiting through
the regulated navigation area shall
proceed at a slow speed. Nothing in this
section alleviates vessels or operators
from complying with all state and local
laws in the area including manatee slow
speed zones. Nor should anything in
this section be construed as conflicting
with the requirement to operate at safe
speed under the Inland Navigation
Rules, 33 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.

(c) Definition. As used in this section,
slow speed means the speed at which a
vessel proceeds when it is fully off
plane, completely settled in the water
and not creating excessive wake. Due to
the different speeds at which vessels of
different sizes and configurations may
travel while in compliance with this
definition, no specific speed is assigned
to slow speed. A vessel is not
proceeding at slow speed if it is:

(1) On a plane;

(2) In the process of coming up on or
coming off of plane; or

(3) Creating an excessive wake.

Dated: October 31, 2003.
H.E. Johnson, Jr.,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, Commander,
Seventh Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 03-28330 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-15-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[Region 2 Docket No. NJ56-250c, FRL—
7582-8]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans; Reasonably
Available Control Technology for
Oxides of Nitrogen for Specific
Sources in the State of New Jersey

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The EPA is approving
revisions to the New Jersey State

Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone.
These revisions consist of source-
specific reasonably available control
technology (RACT) determinations for
controlling oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emissions from seven facilities in New
Jersey.

The EPA is also announcing that, for
an eighth facility, New Jersey has
revised a NOx RACT permit emission
limit that EPA previously approved and
EPA is incorporating the revised stricter
limit into the State’s SIP.

This final rule approves the source-
specific RACT determinations that were
made by New Jersey in accordance with
provisions of its regulation. The
intended effect of this rulemaking is to
approve source-specific emission
limitations required by the Clean Air
Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule will be
effective December 12, 2003.

ADDRESSES: A copy of the New Jersey
submittals are available at the following
addresses for inspection during normal
business hours:

Environmental Protection Agency,
Region II Office, Air Programs Branch,
290 Broadway, 25th Floor, New York,
New York 100071866

New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, Office of Air
Quality Management, Bureau of Air
Pollution Control, 401 East State Street,
CNO027, Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Environmental Protection Agency, Air
and Radiation Docket and Information
Center, Air Docket (6102T), 1301
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Anthony (Ted) Gardella, Air Programs
Branch, Environmental Protection
Agency, 290 Broadway, 25th Floor, New
York, New York 10007-1866, (212) 637—
3892 or at Gardella. Anthony@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
following table of contents describes the
format for the Supplementary
Information section:

I. What Action Is EPA Taking Today?
II. What Comments Did EPA Receive in
Response to Its Proposal?
A. Background information
B. Comments received and EPA’s response
III. What Is EPA’s Conclusion?
IV. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

I. What Action Is EPA Taking Today?

EPA is approving revisions to New
Jersey’s ozone SIP submitted on January
21, 1998, June 12, 1998 and April 26,
1999. Seven specific sources are
addressed in these SIP revisions. New
Jersey revised and submitted these
revisions in response to a Clean Air Act
(CAA) requirement that states require
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Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) at all major
stationary sources of NOx. The seven
sources addressed are: American Ref-
Fuel Company/Essex County Resource
Recovery Facility; Co-Steel Corporation
of Sayreville (formerly New Jersey Steel
Corporation); Co-Steel Raritan
Corporation; Homasote Company;
Milford Power Limited Partnership;
University of Medicine and Dentistry of
Newark, and Roche Vitamins, Inc.

Additionally, on February 21, 2001, in
a letter to EPA, New Jersey indicated
that with regard to the Township of
Wayne, in accordance with a previously
submitted and approved SIP revision
the State had changed the permitted
NOx limit to a more stringent limit. The
previously approved SIP revision for
this source indicated that the emission
limits may be revised to reflect results
from required stack testing. The permit
required tests had been completed and
New Jersey established a new, more
stringent emission limit based upon the
results of these tests and the new limit
is also being incorporated into the SIP.

The specific NOx emission limitations
that EPA is approving in today’s
rulemaking and the full evaluation can
be found in actions (68 FR 47532 and
68 FR 47477) published in the Federal
Register on August 11, 2003.

II. What Comments Did EPA Receive in
Response to Its Proposal?

A. Background Information

On August 11, 2003, EPA announced,
in proposed and direct final rules
published in the Federal Register (68
FR 47532 and 68 FR 47477,
respectively), approval of New Jersey’s
NOx RACT determinations for the same
eight sources which are subject to
today’s final rulemaking. On August 11,
2003, EPA received an adverse comment
on the direct final rule. EPA had
indicated in its August 11, 2003 direct
final rule that if EPA received adverse
comments, it would withdraw the direct
final rule. Consequently, EPA informed
the public, in a withdrawal notice
published in the Federal Register (68
FR 54163) on September 16, 2003, that
EPA received an adverse comment and
that the direct final rule did not take
effect. EPA did not receive any other
comments. EPA is addressing the
adverse comment in today’s final rule
based upon the proposed action
published on August 11, 2003.

B. Comments Received and EPA’s
Response

EPA received one adverse comment
on its August 11, 2003 direct final rule
to approve New Jersey’s NOx RACT

determinations for eight facilities
located throughout the State from a
concerned citizen. That comment and
EPA’s response follows.

Comments: A concerned citizen
commented that “the standards for New
Jersey should be set higher and require
fewer tons per year emissions” and the
citizen ““did not feel these standards are
high enough.” The comments did not
address any specific source or any
specific NOx emission limitation. In
addition, no supporting information or
justification was provided.

Response: The 1990 CAA requires
states, in which areas are designated as
nonattainment for the one-hour ozone
standard and are classified as moderate
or higher, to submit SIP provisions, for
EPA approval, which establish RACT
for major stationary sources of NOx.
EPA has defined RACT as the lowest
emission limitation that a particular
source is capable of meeting by the
application of control technology that is
reasonably available considering
technological and economic feasibility
(44 FR 53762, September 17, 1979).

In this regard, New Jersey determined
that each of the eight sources were
major stationary sources of NOx and
therefore subject to the CAA
requirement to implement RACT. As
discussed in the August 11, 2003 direct
final rule, New Jersey submitted SIP
revisions, for EPA approval, that
established RACT, including NOx
emission limitations for each of the
eight sources subject to the citizen’s
comment. It should be noted that EPA
requires some new sources to be subject
to more stringent requirements than the
RACT requirements for existing sources,
such as Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) or Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER). One
of the eight sources addressed in the SIP
submission is subject to BACT
requirements, but the remaining seven
sources are not subject to these more
stringent requirements. New Jersey
submitted its RACT determinations, for
EPA approval, for the eight sources, to
fulfill the CAA requirements for RACT
and not to meet any other more
stringent requirement.

EPA evaluated each RACT
determination and documented its
findings in “Technical Support
Document—NOx RACT Source Specific
SIP Revisions—State of New Jersey”
dated May 23, 2003. The August 11,
2003 direct final rule announced the
availability of this technical support
document to the public. However, EPA
did not receive any requests for a copy.
In the Technical Support Document for
this rule, EPA indicates that New
Jersey’s submittals are consistent with

relevant EPA guidance and the
requirements of the State’s RACT
regulation (Subchapter 19) and provide
sufficient justification to support the
established NOx requirements. For the
reasons provided in this section and in
the Technical Support Document, EPA
is approving the NOx emission
limitations for the eight sources subject
to today’s rulemaking as consistent with
the RACT requirements of the CAA.

II1. What Is EPA’s Conclusion?

The EPA is approving the source-
specific SIP revisions described above
as RACT for the control of NOx
emissions from the seven sources
identified in the three source-specific
SIP revisions and for an eighth source,
is approving the stricter limit revised by
the State in accordance with a SIP
revision which EPA previously
approved. EPA is approving the State’s
RACT determinations because New
Jersey established and imposed these
RACT requirements in accordance with
the criteria set forth in the SIP-approved
RACT regulation applicable to these
sources and because they conform with
CAA requirements and EPA guidance.
New Jersey has also established
recordkeeping and testing requirements
for these sources sufficient to determine
compliance with the applicable RACT
determinations.

IV. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993), this action is
not a “‘significant regulatory action” and
therefore is not subject to review by the
Office of Management and Budget. For
this reason, this action is also not
subject to Executive Order 13211,
“Actions Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use” (66 FR 28355, May
22, 2001). This action merely approves
state law as meeting Federal
requirements and imposes no additional
requirements beyond those imposed by
state law. Accordingly, the
Administrator certifies that this rule
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities under the Regulatory Flexibility
Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). Because this
rule approves pre-existing requirements
under state law and does not impose
any additional enforceable duty beyond
that required by state law, it does not
contain any unfunded mandate or
significantly or uniquely affect small
governments, as described in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(Pub. L. 104—4).

This rule also does not have tribal
implications because it will not have a
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substantial direct effect on one or more
Indian tribes, on the relationship
between the Federal Government and
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes,
as specified by Executive Order 13175
(65 FR 67249, November 9, 2000). This
action also does not have Federalism
implications because it does not have
substantial direct effects on the States,
on the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255,
August 10, 1999). This action merely
approves a state rule implementing a
Federal standard, and does not alter the
relationship or the distribution of power
and responsibilities established in the
Clean Air Act. This rule also is not
subject to Executive Order 13045,
“Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks” (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997),
because it is not economically
significant.

In reviewing SIP submissions, EPA’s
role is to approve state choices,
provided that they meet the criteria of
the Clean Air Act. In this context, in the
absence of a prior existing requirement
for the State to use voluntary consensus
standards (VCS), EPA has no authority
to disapprove a SIP submission for
failure to use VCS. It would thus be
inconsistent with applicable law for
EPA, when it reviews a SIP submission,
to use VCS in place of a SIP submission
that otherwise satisfies the provisions of
the Clean Air Act. Thus, the
requirements of section 12(d) of the
National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C.
272 note) do not apply. This rule does
not impose an information collection
burden under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.).

Submission to Congress and the
Comptroller General

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General
of the United States. Section 804
exempts from section 801 the following
types of rules: (1) Rules of particular
applicability; (2) rules relating to agency
management or personnel; and (3) rules
of agency organization, procedure, or

practice that do not substantially affect
the rights or obligations of non-agency
parties. 5 U.S.C. 804(3). EPA is not
required to submit a rule report
regarding this action under section 801
because this is a rule of particular
applicability.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of
this action must be filed in the United
States Court of Appeals for the
appropriate circuit by January 12, 2004.
Filing a petition for reconsideration by
the Administrator of this final rule does
not affect the finality of this rule for the
purposes of judicial review nor does it
extend the time within which a petition
for judicial review may be filed, and
shall not postpone the effectiveness of
such rule or action. This action may not
be challenged later in proceedings to
enforce its requirements. (See section

307(b)(2).)
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Incorporation by
reference, Nitrogen dioxide, Ozone,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: October 22, 2003.

Jane M. Kenny,

Regional Administrator, Region 2.

» Part 52, chapter], title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 52—[AMENDED]

» 1. The authority citation for part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.
Subpart FF—New Jersey

= 2. Section 52.1570 is amended by
adding new paragraph (c)(73) to read as
follows:

§52.1570 Identification of plan.
* * * * *
(C] * * %

(73) Revisions to the State
Implementation Plan submitted by the
New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection on January
21,1998, June 12, 1998 and April 26,
1999; and a letter which notified EPA of
a revised permit limit submitted by the
New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection on February
21, 2001.

(i) Incorporation by reference:

(A) Conditions of Approval
Documents (COAD) or modified
prevention of significant deterioration
(PSD) permit: The following facilities
have been issued COADs or modified
PSD permit by New Jersey:

(1) American Ref-Fuel Company/
Essex County Resource Recovery
Facility, Newark, Essex County, NJ PSD
permit modification dated July 29, 1997.
Incorporation by reference includes
only the NOx emission limits in section
A.6 of the July 29, 1997 PSD permit.

(2) Co-Steel Corporation’s (formerly
New Jersey Steel Corporation) electric
arc furnace/melt shop and billet reheat
furnace, Sayreville, Middlesex County,
NJ COAD approval dated September 3,
1997.

(3) Co-Steel Raritan Corporation’s
electric arc furnace/ladle metallurgy
system and billet reheat furnace, Perth
Amboy, Middlesex County, N COAD
approval dated June 22, 1998.

(4) Homasote Company’s natural gas
dryer (wet fibreboard mat dryer), West
Trenton, Mercer County, N] COAD
approval dated October 19, 1998.

(5) Milford Power Limited
Partnership’s combined cycle
cogeneration facility, Milford,
Hunterdon County, NJ COAD approval
dated August 21, 1997.

(6) University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey’s cogeneration
units and Cleaver Brooks non-utility
boilers, Newark, Essex County, NJ
COAD dated June 26, 1997.

(7) Roche Vitamins Inc’s cogeneration
facility and Boiler No. 1, Belvidere,
Warren County, NJ COAD dated June
10, 1998. The cogeneration facility
consists of one reciprocal engine (21.5
MW) and one heat recovery steam
generator (HRSG) equipped with a duct
burner (Boiler No. 6).

(8) Township of Wayne, Mountain
View Water Pollution Control Facility’s
sewage sludge incinerators, Passaic
County, NJ permit revision dated
December 21, 2000.

(ii) Additional information—
Documentation and information to
support NOx RACT facility-specific
emission limits, alternative emission
limits, or repowering plan in three SIP
revisions addressed to Regional
Administrator Jeanne M. Fox from New
Jersey Commissioner Robert C. Shinn,
Jr. and one letter addressed to Acting
Regional Administrator William J.
Muszynski from Dr. Iclal Atay, Chief
Bureau of Air Quality Engineering
dated:

(A) January 21, 1998 SIP revision for
two sources,

(B) June 12, 1998 SIP revision for one
source,

(C) April 26, 1999 SIP revision for four
sources,

(D) February 21, 2001 for a revised
permit limit for one source.

[FR Doc. 03—28212 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-U
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 25

[IB Docket Nos. 02—-34 and 00-248, FCC
03-154]

Satellite Licensing Procedures

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: In this document, the
Commission adopts revisions to a new
filing form for satellite license
applications, entitled “Schedule S,” and
a streamlined filing form for routine
earth station license applications,
entitled “Form 312 EZ.” The
Commission also clarifies several rules
related to the Commission’s information
requirements for satellite and earth
station licenses. These actions are
necessary to facilitate compliance with
the information requirements applicable
to satellite and earth station license
applicants.

DATES: The rule revisions contain
information requirements that have not
been approved by OMB. The Federal
Communications Commission will
publish a document in the Federal
Register announcing the effective date
of these rules.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven Spaeth, Attorney Advisor,
Satellite Division, International Bureau,
telephone (202) 418-1539 or via the
Internet at steven.spaeth@fcc.gov.
SUPPLMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Third
Report and Order, IB Docket Nos. 02—-34
and 00-248, FCC 03-154, adopted June
26, 2003, and released July 8, 2003. The
complete text of this Third Report and
Order is available for inspection and
copying during normal business hours
in the FCC Reference Center (Room),
445 12th Street, SW., Washington, DC
205545, and also may be purchased
from the Commission’s copy contractor,
Qualex International, Portals II, 445
12th Street, SW., Room CY-B402,
Washington, DC 20554, telephone (202)
863—2893, facsimile (202) 863—2898 or
via email qualexint@lol.com. It is also
available on the Commission’s Web site
at http://www.fcc.gov

Paperwork Reduction Act Analysis

The actions taken in the Third Report
and Order have been analyzed with
respect to the Paperwork Reduction Act
0f 1995 (PRA), Public Law 104-13, and
found to impose new or modified
reporting requirements or burdens on
the public. Implementation of these new

or modified reporting and
recordkeeping requirements will be
subject to approval by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) as
prescribed by the PRA, and will go into
effect upon announcement in the
Federal Register of OMB approval.

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

As required by the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFA),! Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analyses (IRFAs) were
incorporated in the Space Station
Reform NPRM in IB Docket No. 02—-34,2
and the Part 25 Earth Station
Streamlining NPRM in IB Docket No.
00-248.2 The Commission sought
written public comment on the
proposals in the NPRM, including
comment on the IRFA. This Final
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (FRFA)
conforms to the RFA.4

Need for, and Objectives of, the
Report and Order: The objective of the
rules proposed in the Space Station
Reform NPRM and First R&O is to
enable the Commission to process
applications for satellite licenses more
quickly than it can under its current
rules. These rule revisions are needed
because delays in the current satellite
licensing process may impose economic
costs on society, and because recent
changes in the International
Telecommunication Union procedures
require us to issue satellite licenses
more quickly in order to meet U.S.
international treaty obligations. In
addition, the current satellite licensing
process is not well suited to some
satellite systems employing current
technology. Finally, revision of the
satellite licensing process will facilitate
the Commission’s efforts to meet its
spectrum management responsibilities.
By establishing a standardized form for
space station applications, the
Commission will be able to review and
act on those applications more quickly
than is now possible.

The objective of the Part 25 Earth
Station Streamlining NPRM is to repeal
or modify any rules in Part 25 that are
no longer necessary in the public

1See 5 U.S.C. 603. The RFA, see 5 U.S.C. 601 et.
seq., has been amended by the Contract With
America Advancement Act of 1996, Pub. L. 104—
121, 110 Stat. 847 (1996) (CWAAA). Title II of the
CWAAA is the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA).

2 Amendment of the Commission’s Space Station
Licensing Rules and Policies, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, IB Docket No. 02—34, 67 FR 12485
(Mar. 19, 2002).

32000 Biennial Regulatory Review—Streamlining
and Other Revisions of Part 25 of the Commission’s
Rules Governing the Licensing of, and Spectrum
Usage by, Satellite Network Earth Stations and
Space Stations, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 1B
Docket No. 00-248, 66 FR 1283 (Jan. 8, 2000).

4See 5 U.S.C. 604.

interest, as required by section 11 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended. Section 11 was added to the
Communications Act by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, which
requires the Commission in every even-
numbered year beginning in 1998 to
review all regulations that apply to the
operations or activities of any provider
of telecommunications service and to
determine whether any such regulation
is no longer necessary in the public
interest due to meaningful economic
competition. By adopting a streamlined
form for routine earth station license
applications, we modify some earth
station information requirements that
are no longer necessary in the public
interest.

Summary of Significant Issues Raised
by Public Comments In Response to the
IRFAs: No comments were submitted
directly in response to the IRFAs.

Description and Estimate of the
Number of Small Entities To Which
Rules Will Apply: The RFA directs
agencies to provide a description of,
and, where feasible, an estimate of, the
number of small entities that may be
affected by the proposed rules, if
adopted.> The RFA generally defines the
term “‘small entity “‘as having the same
meaning as the terms “small business,”
“small organization,” and ““small
governmental jurisdiction.” ¢ In
addition, the term ‘““small business” has
the same meaning as the term ‘“‘small
business concern” under the Small
Business Act.” A small business concern
is one which: (1) Is independently
owned and operated; (2) is not
dominant in its field of operation; and
(3) satisfies any additional criteria
established by the Small Business
Administration (SBA).8 A small
organization is generally “any not-for-
profit enterprise which is independently
owned and operated and is not
dominant in its field.” ® Nationwide, as
of 1992, there were approximately
275,801 small organizations.1° “Small
governmental jurisdiction” generally

55 U.S.C. 603(b)(3).

61d. 601(6).

75 U.S.C. 601(3) (incorporating by reference the
definition of “small business concern” in 15 U.S.C.
632). Pursuant to the RFA, the statutory definition
of a small business applies “unless an agency, after
consultation with the Office of Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration and after
opportunity for public comment, establishes one or
more definitions of such term which are
appropriate to the activities of the agency and
publishes such definition(s) in the Federal
Register.” 5 U.S.C. 601(3).

8 Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. 632 (1996).

95 U.S.C. 601(4).

101992 Economic Census, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Table 6 (special tabulation of data under
contract to Office of Advocacy of the U.S. Small
Business Administration).
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means ‘“‘governments of cities, counties,
towns, townships, villages, school
districts, or special districts, with a
population of less than 50,000.”” 11 As of
1992, there were approximately 85,006
such jurisdictions in the United
States.’2 This number includes 38,978
counties, cities, and towns; of these,
37,566, or 96 percent, have populations
of fewer than 50,000.13 The Census
Bureau estimates that this ratio is
approximately accurate for all
governmental entities. Thus, of the
85,006 governmental entities, we
estimate that 81,600 (91 percent) are
small entities. Below, we further
describe and estimate the number of
small entity licensees that may be
affected by the proposed rules, if
adopted.

The rules proposed in the Space
Station Reform NPRM and First RO
would affect satellite operators, if
adopted. The Commission has not
developed a definition of small entities
applicable to satellite operators.
Therefore, the applicable definition of
small entity is generally the definition
under the SBA rules applicable to
Satellite Telecommunications.4 This
definition provides that a small entity is
expressed as one with $11.0 million or
less in annual receipts.?® 1997 Census
Bureau data indicate that, for 1997, 273
satellite communication firms had
annual receipts of under $10 million. In
addition, 24 firms had receipts for that
year of $10 million to $24,999,990.16

In addition, Commission records
reveal that there are approximately 240
space station operators licensed by this
Commission. We do not request or
collect annual revenue information, and
thus are unable to estimate the number
of licensees that would constitute a
small business under the SBA
definition. Small businesses may not
have the financial ability to become
space station licensees because of the
high implementation costs associated
with satellite systems and services.

Below, we further describe and
estimate the number of small entity

115 U.S.C. 601(5).

127J.8S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
“1992 Census of Governments.”

131d.

14 “This industry comprises establishments
primarily engaged in providing point-to-point
telecommunications services to other
establishments in the telecommunications and
broadcasting industries by forwarding and receiving
communications signals via a system of satellites or
reselling satellite telecommunications.” Small
Business Administration, 1997 NAICS Definitions,
NAICS 513340.

1513 CFR 120.121, NAICS code 513340.

161J.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census,
Subject Service: Information, “Establishment and
Firm Size,” Table 4, NAICS 513340 (Issued Oct.
2000).

licensees that may be affected by the
rules proposed in the Part 25 Earth
Station Streamlining NPRM:

1. Cable Services. The Commission
has developed its own small business
size standard for a small cable operator
for the purposes of rate regulation.
Under the Commission’s rules, a “‘small
cable company” is one serving fewer
than 400,000 subscribers nationwide.1”
Based on our most recent information,
we estimate that there were 1,439 cable
operators that qualified as small cable
companies at the end of 1995.18 Since
then, some of those companies may
have grown to serve over 400,000
subscribers, and others may have been
involved in transactions that caused
them to be combined with other cable
operators. Consequently, we estimate
that there are fewer than 1,439 small
cable companies that may be affected by
the proposed rules.

The Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, also contains a size standard
for a ““small cable operator,” which is “a
cable operator that, directly or through
an affiliate, serves in the aggregate fewer
than one percent of all subscribers in
the United States and is not affiliated
with any entity or entities whose gross
annual revenues in the aggregate exceed
$250,000,000.” 1° The Commission has
determined that there are 67,700,000
subscribers in the United States.20
Therefore, an operator serving fewer
than 677,000 subscribers shall be
deemed a small operator, if its annual
revenues, when combined with the total
annual revenues of all of its affiliates, do
not exceed $250 million in the
aggregate.2! Based on available data, we
estimate that the number of cable
operators serving 677,000 subscribers or
less totals approximately 1,450.22 We do
not request or collect information on
whether cable operators are affiliated
with entities whose gross annual
revenues exceed $250,000,000,23 and

1747 CFR 76.901(e). The Commission developed

this definition based on its determinations that a
small cable company is one with annual revenues
of $100 million or less. See Implementation of
Sections of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992: Rate
Regulation, MM Doc. Nos. 92-266 and 93-215,
Sixth Report and Order and Eleventh Order on
Reconsideration, 10 FCC Recd 7393, 7408-7409
1 28-30 (1995).

18 Paul Kagan Assocs., Inc., Cable TV Investor,
Feb. 29, 1996 (based on figures for Dec. 30, 1995).

1947 U.S.C. 543(m)(2).

20 See FCC Announces New Subscriber Count for
the Definition of Small Cable Operator, Public
Notice, 16 FCC Red 2225 (2001).

2147 CFR 76.1403(b).

22 See FCC Announces New Subscriber Count for
the Definition of Small Cable Operator, Public
Notice, 16 FCC Rcd 2225 (2001).

23 We do receive such information on a case-by-
case basis only if a cable operator appeals a local

therefore are unable to estimate
accurately the number of cable system
operators that would qualify as small
cable operators under the definition in
the Communications Act.

2. Satellite Telecommunications
Services. The rules adopted in this
Third Report and Order affect providers
of satellite telecommunications services.
Satellite telecommunications service
providers include satellite operators and
earth station operators. The Commission
has not developed a definition of small
entities applicable to satellite operators.
Therefore, the applicable definition of
small entity is generally the definition
under the SBA rules applicable to
Satellite Telecommunications.2# This
definition provides that a small entity is
expressed as one with $12.5 million or
less in annual receipts.25 1997 Census
Bureau data indicate that, for 1997, 273
satellite communication firms had
annual receipts of under $10 million. In
addition, 24 firms had receipts for that
year of $10 million to $24,999,990.26

3. Auxiliary, Special Broadcast and
other program distribution services.
This service involves a variety of
transmitters, generally used to relay
broadcast programming to the public
(through translator and booster stations)
or within the program distribution chain
(from a remote news gathering unit back
to the station). The Commission has not
developed a definition of small entities
applicable to broadcast auxiliary
licensees. Therefore, the applicable
definition of small entity is the
definition under the Small Business
Administration (SBA) rules applicable
to radio broadcasting stations (NAICS
513112) and television broadcasting
stations (NAICS 513120). These
definitions provide that a small entity is
one with either $6.0 million or less in
annual receipts for a radio broadcasting
station or $12.0 million in annual
receipts for a TV station. See 13 CFR
121.201. As of September 1999, there
were 3,237 FM translators and boosters,

franchise authority’s finding that the operator does
not qualify as a small cable operator pursuant to
section 76.901(f) of the Commission’s rules. See 47
CFR 76.990(b).

24 “This industry comprises establishments
primarily engaged in providing point-to-point
telecommunications services to other
establishments in the telecommunications and
broadcasting industries by forwarding and receiving
communications signals via a system of satellites or
reselling satellite telecommunications.” Small
Business Administration, 1997 NAICS Definitions,
NAICS 513340.

2513 CFR 120.121, NAICS code 513340.

26 U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census,
Subject Service: Information, “Establishment and
Firm Size,” Table 4, NAICS 513340 (Issued Oct.
2000).
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4913 TV translators.2” The FCC does not
collect financial information on any
broadcast facility and the Department of
Commerce does not collect financial
information on these auxiliary broadcast
facilities. We believe, however, that
most, if not all, of these auxiliary
facilities could be classified as small
businesses by themselves. We also
recognize that most translators and
boosters are owned by a parent station
which, in some cases, would be covered
by the revenue definition of small
business entity as discussed previously.
These stations would likely have annual
revenues that exceed the SBA maximum
to be designated as a small business (as
noted, either $6.0 million for a radio
station or $12.0 million for a TV
station). Furthermore, they do not meet
the Small Business Act’s definition of a
“small business concern’” because they
are not independently owned and
operated.

4. Microwave Services. Microwave
services include common carrier,28
private-operational fixed,29 and
broadcast auxiliary radio services.3? The
proposed rules could affect all common
carrier and private operational fixed
microwave licensees who are authorized
under Part 101 of the Commission’s
Rules. There is currently no definition
of small entities applicable to these
specific licensees. Therefore, the
applicable small business size standard
is the SBA size standard for “Cellular
and Other Wireless
Telecommunications,” which provides
that a small entity in this category is one
employing no more than 1,500
persons.3! For 1997, there were 2,872
firms in this category, total, which
operated for the entire year. Of this

27 FCC News Release, Broadcast Station Totals as
of September 30, 1999, No. 71831 (Jan. 21, 1999).

28 See 47 CFR part 101 (formerly, part 21 of the
Commission’s Rules).

29 Persons eligible under parts 80 and 90 of the
Commission’s rules can use Private Operational-
Fixed Microwave services. See 47 CFR parts 80 and
90. Stations in this service are called operational-
fixed to distinguish them from common carrier and
public fixed stations. Only the licensee may use the
operational-fixed station, and only for
communications related to the licensee’s
commercial, industrial, or safety operations.

30 Auxiliary Microwave Service is governed by
part 74 of Title 47 of the Commission’s Rules. See
47 CFR part 74 et seq. Available to licensees of
broadcast stations and to broadcast and cable
network entities, broadcast auxiliary microwave
stations are used for relaying broadcast television
signals from the studio to the transmitter, or
between two points such as a main studio and an
auxiliary studio. The service also includes mobile
TV pickups, which relay signals from a remote
location back to the studio.

3113 CFR 121.201, Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) Code 4812.

total, only 25 had 1,000 or more
employees.32

Description of Projected Reporting,
Recordkeeping, and Other Compliance
Requirements: The rules adopted in this
Order are not expected to result in any
overall increase in the reporting,
recordkeeping and other compliance
requirements of any licensee. The new
reporting requirements we adopt in this
Order are generally minor, such as
providing slightly more detail in the
power flux density (PFD) information
space station license applicants are
already required to provide. These
increases should be offset at least in part
by the fact that standardizing some
information requirements should make
it easier to provide that information.

Steps Taken To Minimize Significant
Economic Impact on Small Entities, and
Significant Alternatives Considered: In
this Order, we adopt a streamlined earth
station application form designed to
reduce the economic impact on all earth
station applicants, including small
entities.

We considered and rejected a
proposal to eliminate our space station
application information requirements
and rely instead on information
submitted to the ITU because we have
no direct control over those information
requirements and there is no guarantee
that information submitted to the ITU
rules will be adequate for U.S.
operations.

Report to Congress: The Commission
will send a copy of this Order, including
this FRFA, in a report to be sent to
Congress pursuant to the Congressional
Review Act, see 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A). In
addition, the Commission will send a
copy of this Order, including FRFA, to
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration. A copy
of this Order and FRFA (or summaries
thereof) will also be published in the
Federal Register. See 5 U.S.C. 604(b).

Summary of Report and Order

In this Third Report and Order, the
Commission adopts two new filing
forms. One form is Schedule S, which
standardizes and consolidates much of
the information required in satellite
applications. The Commission adopts
Schedule S as it was proposed in the
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 67 FR
12498, Mar. 19, 2002, with the following
exceptions: (1) On Tables S11, S12, and
S13, the Commission eliminated some
duplicative information requests, and
rearranged the remaining information

32U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census,
Subject Series: Information, “Employment Size of
Establishments of Firms Subject to Federal Income
Tax: 1997,” Table 5, NAICS code 51332 (issued
October 2000).

requests on those tables so that they
flow better; (2) specified a format for
antenna gain contour diagrams for
geostationary orbit (GSO) satellite
applications only, not for non-
geostationary orbit (GSO) satellite
applications; and (3) provides a column
for power flux density (PFD) reference
bandwidth. Direct Broadcast Satellite
(DBS) and non-U.S.-licensed satellite
operators seeking access to the U.S.
market are required to use Schedule S.
The other form adopted in the Third
Report and Order in this proceeding is
“Form 312EZ,” a streamlined version of
Form 312 for routine conventional C-
band and Ku-band earth station
applications. In addition, the
Commission eliminates Form 701, and
renames Form 405 as Form 312—R. The
Commission delegates to the
International Bureau authority to make
revisions to its electronic filing system
needed to implement these new forms.
The Commission also adopts
mandatory electronic filing for routine
earth station license applications, and
comments and petitions to deny in
response to all earth station license
applications. The Commission clarifies
its rules for earth station license
modifications. Furthermore, the
Commission revises its rules to allow
earth station applicants to specify more
than one frequency band, and to specify
both common carrier and non-common
carrier service. Finally, the Commission
eliminates some outmoded rules.

Ordering Clauses

Accordingly, pursuant to sections 4(i),
7(a), 11, 303(c), 303(f), 303(g), and 303(r)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, 47 U.S.C. 154(i), 157(a), 161,
303(c), 303(f), 303(g), 303(r), that this
Third Report and Order in IB Docket
No. 02—34 and Third Report and Order
in IB Docket No. 00—248 is hereby
ADOPTED.

Part 25 of the Commission’s rules is
amended as set forth below.

The rule revisions contain
information requirements that have not
been approved by OMB. The Federal
Communications Commission will
publish a document in the Federal
Register announcing the effective date.

Authority is delegated to the Chief,
International Bureau, as set forth in this
Order.

The Consumer Information Bureau,
Reference Information Center, Shall
send a copy of this Order, including the
Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, to
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 25
Satellites.
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Federal Communications Commission.
Marlene H. Dortch,
Secretary.

Rule Changes

» For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Federal Communications
Commission amends 47 CFR part 25 as
follows:

PART 25—SATELLITE
COMMUNICATIONS

» 1. The authority citation for part 25
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 701-744. Interprets or
applies Sections 4, 301, 302, 303, 307, 309,
and 332 of the Communications Act, as
amended, 47 U.S.C. Sections 154, 301, 302,
303, 307, 309, and 332, unless otherwise
noted.

= 2. Amend § 25.103 by revising
paragraphs (b) and (c)(2) to read as
follows:

§25.103 Definitions.

* * * * *

(b) Authorized carrier. The term
“authorized carrier’” means a
communications common carrier which
is authorized by the Federal
Communications Commission under the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, to provide services by means
of communications satellites.

(C) * *x %

(2) The corporation shall be deemed
to be a common carrier within the
meaning of section 3(10) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as

amended.
* * * * *

= 3. Amend § 25.111 by revising
paragraph (b) to read as follows:

§25.111 Additional information.

* * * * *

(b) Applicants, permittees and
licensees of radio stations governed by
this part shall provide the Commission
with all information it requires for the
Advance Publication, Coordination and
Notification of frequency assignments
pursuant to the international Radio
Regulations. No protection from
interference caused by radio stations
authorized by other Administrations is
guaranteed unless coordination
procedures are timely completed or,
with respect to individual
administrations, by successfully
completing coordination agreements.
Any radio station authorization for
which coordination has not been
completed may be subject to additional
terms and conditions as required to
effect coordination of the frequency

assignments with other
Administrations.
* * * * *

m 4. Revise § 25.114 to read as follows:

§25.114 Applications for space station
authorizations.

(a) A comprehensive proposal shall be
submitted for each proposed space
station on FCC Form 312, Main Form
and Schedule S, together with attached
exhibits as described in paragraph (d) of
this section.

(b) Each application for a new or
modified space station authorization
must constitute a concrete proposal for
Commission evaluation. Each
application must also contain the formal
waiver required by Section 304 of the
Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. 304.
The technical information for a
proposed satellite system specified in
paragraph (c) of this section must be
filed on FCC Form 312, Main Form and
Schedule S. The technical information
for a proposed satellite system specified
in paragraph (d) of this section need not
be filed on any prescribed form but
should be complete in all pertinent
details. Applications for new space
station authorizations other than
authorizations for the Direct Broadcast
Service (DBS) and Digital Audio Radio
Satellite (DARS) service must be filed
electronically through the International
Bureau Filing System (IBFS).

(c) The following information shall be
filed on FCC Form 312, Main Form and
Schedule S:

(1) Name, address, and telephone
number of the applicant;

(2) Name, address, and telephone
number of the person(s), including
counsel, to whom inquiries or
correspondence should be directed;

(3) Type of authorization requested
(e.g., launch authority, station license,
modification of authorization);

(4)(i) Radio frequencies and
polarization plan (including beacon,
telemetry, and telecommand functions),
center frequency and polarization of
transponders (both receiving and
transmitting frequencies),

(ii) Emission designators and
allocated bandwidth of emission, final
amplifier output power (identify any net
losses between output of final amplifier
and input of antenna and specify the
maximum EIRP for each antenna beam),

(iii) Identification of which antenna
beams are connected or switchable to
each transponder and TT&C function,

(iv) Receiving system noise
temperature,

(v) The relationship between satellite
receive antenna gain pattern and gain-
to-temperature ratio and saturation flux

density for each antenna beam (may be
indicated on antenna gain plot),

(vi) The gain of each transponder
channel (between output of receiving
antenna and input of transmitting
antenna) including any adjustable gain
step capabilities, and

(vii) Predicted receiver and
transmitter channel filter response
characteristics.

(5) For satellites in geostationary-
satellite orbit,

(i) Orbital location, or locations if
alternatives are proposed, requested for
the satellite,

(ii) The factors that support the orbital
assignment or assignments proposed in
paragraph (c)(5)(i) of this section,

(iii) Longitudinal tolerance or east-
west station-keeping capability;

(iv) Inclination incursion or north-
south station-keeping capability.

(6) For satellites in non-geostationary-
satellite orbits,

(i) The number of space stations and
applicable information relating to the
number of orbital planes,

(ii) The inclination of the orbital
plane(s),

(iii) The orbital period,

(iv) The apogee,

(v) The perigee,

(vi) The argument(s) of perigee,

(vii) Active service arc(s), and

(viii) Right ascension of the ascending
node(s).

(7) For satellites in geostationary-
satellite orbit, accuracy with which the
orbital inclination, the antenna axis
attitude, and longitudinal drift will be
maintained;

(8) Calculation of power flux density
levels within each coverage area and of
the energy dispersal, if any, needed for
compliance with § 25.208, for angles of
arrival of 5°, 10°, 15°, 20°, and 25° above
the horizontal;

(9) Arrangement for tracking,
telemetry, and control;

(10) Physical characteristics of the
space station including weight and
dimensions of spacecraft, detailed mass
(on ground and in-orbit) and power
(beginning and end of life) budgets, and
estimated operational lifetime and
reliability of the space station and the
basis for that estimate;

(11) A clear and detailed statement of
whether the space station is to be
operated on a common carrier basis, or
whether non-common carrier
transactions are proposed. If non-
common carrier transactions are
proposed, describe the nature of the
transactions and specify the number of
transponders to be offered on a non-
common carrier basis;

(12) Dates by which construction will
be commenced and completed, launch
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date, and estimated date of placement
into service.

(13) The polarization information
specified in §§25.210(a)(1), (a)(3), and
(i), to the extent applicable.

(d) The following information in
narrative form shall be contained in
each application:

(1) General description of overall
system facilities, operations and
services;

(2) If applicable, the feeder link and
inter-satellite service frequencies
requested for the satellite, together with
any demonstration otherwise required
by this chapter for use of those
frequencies (see, e.g., §§ 25.203(j) and
®);

(3) Predicted space station antenna
gain contour(s) for each transmit and
each receive antenna beam and nominal
orbital location requested. These
contour(s) should be plotted on an area
map at 2 dB intervals down to 10 dB
below the peak value of the parameter
and at 5 dB intervals between 10 dB and
20 dB below the peak values, with the
peak value and sense of polarization
clearly specified on each plotted
contour. For applications for
geostationary orbit satellites, this
information must be provided in the .gxt
format.

(4) A description of the types of
services to be provided, and the areas to
be served, including a description of the
transmission characteristics and
performance objectives for each type of
proposed service, details of the link
noise budget, typical or baseline earth
station parameters, modulation
parameters, and overall link
performance analysis (including an
analysis of the effects of each
contributing noise and interference
source);

(5) Calculation of power flux density
levels within each coverage area and of
the energy dispersal, if any, needed for
compliance with § 25.208; Calculation
of power flux density levels within each
coverage area and of the energy
dispersal, if any, needed for compliance
with § 25.208, for angles of arrival other
than 5°, 10°, 15°, 20°, and 25° above the
horizontal.

(6) Public interest considerations in
support of grant;

(7) Applications for authorizations for
fixed-satellite space stations shall also
include the information specified in
§ 25.140;

(8) Applications for authorizations in
the Mobile-Satellite Service in the
1545-1559/1646.5—-1660.5 MHz
frequency bands shall also provide all
information necessary to comply with
the policies and procedures set forth in
Rules and Policies Pertaining to the Use

of Radio Frequencies in a Land Mobile
Satellite Service, 2 FCC Rcd 485 (1987)
(Available at address in § 0.445 of this
chapter.);

(9) Applications to license multiple
space station systems in the non-voice,
non-geostationary mobile-satellite
service under blanket operating
authority shall also provide all
information specified in § 25.142; and

(10) Applications for authorizations in
the 1.6/2.4 GHz Mobile-Satellite Service
shall also provide all information
specified in § 25.143.

(11) In addition to a statement of
whether the space station is to be
operated on a common carrier basis, or
whether non-common carrier
transactions are proposed, as specified
in paragraph (c)(11) of this section,
satellite applications in the Direct
Broadcast Satellite service must provide
a clear and detailed statement of
whether the space station is to be
operated on a broadcast or non-
broadcast basis.

(12) Applications for authorizations in
the non-geostationary satellite orbit
fixed-satellite service (NGSO FSS) in the
bands 10.7 GHz to 14.5 GHz shall also
provide all information specified in
§25.146.

(13) For satellite applications in the
Direct Broadcast Satellite service, if the
proposed system’s technical
characteristics differ from those
specified in the Appendix 30 BSS Plans,
the Appendix 30A feeder link Plans,
Annex 5 to Appendix 30 or Annex 3 to
Appendix 30A, each applicant shall
provide:

(i) The information requested in
Appendix 4 of the ITU’s Radio
Regulations. Further, applicants shall
provide sufficient technical showing
that the proposed system could operate
satisfactorily if all assignments in the
BSS and feeder link Plans were
implemented.

(ii) Analyses of the proposed system
with respect to the limits in Annex 1 to
Appendices 30 and 30A.

(e) Applicants requesting authority to
launch and operate a system comprised
of technically identical, non-
geostationary satellite orbit space
stations may file a single “blanket”
application containing the information
specified in paragraphs (c) and (d) of
this section for each representative
space station.
= 5. Amend § 25.115 by revising
paragraph (a) to read as follows:

§25.115 Application for earth station
authorizations.

(a) Transmitting earth stations. Except
as provided under § 25.113(b) of this
Chapter, Commission authorization

must be obtained for authority to
construct and/or operate a transmitting
earth station. Applications shall be filed
on FCC Form 312, Main Form and
Schedule B, and include the
information specified in § 25.130.

(1) Applications for transmitting earth
station facilities must be filed
electronically through the International
Bureau Filing System (IBFS) in all cases
where the earth station:

(i) Will transmit in the 3700—-4200
MHz and 5925-6425 MHz band, and/or
the 11.7-12.2 GHz and 14.0-14.5 GHz
band, and

(ii) Will meet all the applicable
technical specifications set forth in this
part.

(2) Applications for other earth station
applications are permitted but not
required to be filed electronically. Any
party choosing to file an earth station
application electronically must file in
accordance with the pleading
limitations, periods and other
applicable provisions of §§ 1.41 through
1.52 of this chapter;

* * * * *

= 6. Amend § 25.117 by revising
paragraphs (a) and (c), and removing and
reserving paragraphs (b) and (e), to read
as follows:

§25.117 Modification of station license.

(a) Except as provided for in § 25.118
(Modifications not requiring prior
authorization), no modification of a
radio station governed by this part
which affects the parameters or terms
and conditions of the station
authorization shall be made except
upon application to and grant of such

application by the Commission.
* * * * *

(c) Applications for modification of
earth station authorizations shall be
submitted on FCC Form 312, Main Form
and Schedule B. Applications for
modification of space station
authorizations shall be submitted on
FCC Form 312, Main Form and
Schedule S. In addition, any application
for modification of authorization to
extend a required date of completion, as
set forth in § 25.133 for earth station
authorization or § 25.164 for space
stations, or included as a condition of
any earth station or space station
authorization, must include a verified
statement from the applicant:

(1) That states the additional time is
required due to unforeseeable
circumstances beyond the applicant’s
control, describes these circumstances
with specificity, and justifies the precise
extension period requested; or

(2) That states there are unique and
overriding public interest concerns that
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justify an extension, identifies these
interests and justifies a precise

extension period.
* * * * *

= 7. Amend § 25.118 by revising
paragraphs (a) and (b) and removing and
reserving paragraphs (c) and (d) to read
as follows:

§25.118 Modifications not requiring prior
authorization.

(a) Earth station license
modifications, notification required.
Authorized earth station operators may
make the following modifications to
their licenses without prior Commission
authorization, provided that the
operators notify the Commission, using
FCC Form 312 and Schedule B, within
30 days of the modification:

(1) Licensees may make changes to
their authorized earth stations without
obtaining prior Commission
authorization, provided that they have
complied with all applicable frequency
coordination procedures in accordance
with § 25.251, and the modification
does not involve:

(i) An increase in EIRP or EIRP
density (both main lobe and side lobe);

(ii) An increase in transmitted power;

(iii) A change in coordinates of more
than 1 second in latitude or longitude
for stations operating in frequency
bands that are shared with terrestrial
systems; or

(iv) A change in coordinates of 10
seconds or greater in latitude or
longitude for stations operating in
frequency bands that are not shared
with terrestrial systems.

(2) Except for replacement of
equipment where the new equipment is
electrically identical to the existing
equipment, an authorized earth station
licensee may add, change or replace
transmitters or antenna facilities
without prior authorization, provided:

(i) The added, changed, or replaced
facilities conform to § 25.209;

(ii) The particulars of operations
remain unchanged;

(iii) Frequency coordination is not
required; and

(iv) The maximum power and power
density delivered into any antenna at
the earth station site shall not exceed
the values calculated by subtracting the
maximum antenna gain specified in the
license from the maximum authorized
e.ir.p. and e.i.r.p. density values.

(3) Authorized VSAT earth station
operators may add VSAT remote
terminals without prior authorization,
provided that they have complied with
all applicable frequency coordination
procedures in accordance with § 25.251.

(4) A licensee providing service on a
private carrier basis may change its

operations to common carrier status
without obtaining prior Commission
authorization. The licensee must notify
the Commission using Form 312 within
30 days after the completed change to
common carrier status.

(5) Earth station operators may change
their points of communication without
prior authorization, provided that the
change results from a space station
license modification described in
paragraph (e) of this section, and the
earth station operator does not repoint
its antenna.

(b) Earth station license
modifications, notification not required.
Notwithstanding paragraph (a)(2) of this
section, equipment in an authorized
earth station may be replaced without
prior authorization and without
notifying the Commission if the new
equipment is electrically identical to the
existing equipment.

* * * * *

= 8. Amend § 25.121 by revising
paragraph (e) to read as follows:

§25.121 License term and renewals.
* * * * *

(e) Renewal of licenses. Applications
for renewals of earth station licenses
must be submitted on FCC Form 312R
no earlier than 90 days, and no later
than 30 days, before the expiration date
of the license. Applications for space
station system replacement
authorization for non-geostationary orbit
satellites shall be filed no earlier than 90
days, and no later than 30 days, prior to
the end of the twelfth year of the
existing license term.

= 9. Amend § 25.131 by revising
paragraphs (h) and (i) to read as follows:

§25.131 Filing requirements for receive-
only earth stations.
* * * * *

(h) Registration term: Registrations for
receive-only earth stations governed by
this section will be issued for a period
of 15 years from the date on which the
application was filed. Applications for
renewals of registrations must be
submitted on FCC Form 312R
(Application for Renewal of Radio
Station License in Specified Services)
no earlier than 90 days and no later than
30 days before the expiration date of the
registration.

(i) Applications for modification of
license or registration of receive-only
earth stations shall be made in
conformance with §§25.117 and 25.118.
In addition, registrants are required to
notify the Commission when a receive-
only earth station is no longer
operational or when it has not been

used to provide any service during any
6-month period.

* * * * *
§25.141 [Removed]
= 10. Remove § 25.141.

Subpart H—[Removed and Reserved]

= 11. Part 25 is amended by removing
and reserving subpart H.

[FR Doc. 03—28170 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 51

[CC Docket Nos. 01-338; CC Docket No.
96-98; CC Docket No. 98-147; FCC 03-36]

Review of the Section 251 Unbundling
Obligations of Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers; Implementation of
the Local Competition Provisions of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996;
Deployment of Wireline Services
Offering Advanced
Telecommunications Capability

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Correcting amendments.

SUMMARY: This document contains
corrections to the final rules, which
were published in the Federal Register
(68 FR 52276, September 2, 2003). The
rules established a new standard for
determining the existence of
impairment under section 251(d)(2) of
the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, set forth a new list of
unbundled network elements (UNEs),
and created a specifically defined role
for the states in the unbundling inquiry.
DATES: Effective October 2, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jeremy Miller, Attorney-Advisor,
Wireline Competition Bureau, at (202)
418-1580 or via the Internet at
jmiller@fcc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
September 2, 2003, the Federal Register
published a summary of the
Commission’s Report and Order and
Order on Remand, adopted February 20,
2003, and released August 21, 2003,
along with final rules adopted by the
Commission. This document corrects
those rules by replacing portions of
§§51.318(b) through 51.319(d).

Need for Correction

1. As published, the final rules
contain errors which may prove to be
misleading and need to be clarified.



64000 Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Rules and Regulations

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 51

Interconnection, Telecommunications
carriers.
= 1. The authority citation for part 51 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: Sections 1-5, 7, 201-05, 207—
09, 218, 225-27, 251-54, 256, 271, 303(x),
332, 48 Stat. 1070, as amended, 1077; 47
U.S.C. 151-55, 157, 201-05, 207-09, 218,
225-27, 251-54, 256, 271, 303(r), 332, 47
U.S.C. 157 note, unless otherwise noted.
= 2. Revise paragraph 51.318(b)
introductory text to read as follows:

§51.318 Eligibility criteria for access to
certain unbundled network elements.
* * * * *

(b) An incumbent LEC need not
provide access to an unbundled DS1
loop in combination, or commingled,
with a dedicated DS1 transport or
dedicated DS3 transport facility or
service, or to an unbundled DS3 loop in
combination, or commingled, with a
dedicated DS3 transport facility or
service, or an unbundled dedicated DS1
transport facility in combination, or
commingled, with an unbundled DS1
loop or a DS1 channel termination
service, or to an unbundled dedicated
DS3 transport facility in combination, or
commingled, with an unbundled DS1

loop or a DS1 channel termination
service, or to an unbundled DS3 loop or
a DS3 channel termination service,
unless the requesting
telecommunications carrier certifies that

all of the following conditions are met:
* * * * *

m 3. Section 51.319 is amended by
revising paragraphs (a)(3) introductory
text, (a)(3)@d), (d)(2)(iii)(A)(1) and
(d)(2)(iii)(A)(2) to read as follows:

§51.319 Specific unbundling
requirements.

(a] * % %

(3) Fiber-to-the-home loops. A fiber-
to-the-home loop is a local loop
consisting entirely of fiber optic cable,
whether dark or lit, and serving an end
user’s customer premises.

(i) New builds. An incumbent LEC is
not required to provide
nondiscriminatory access to a fiber-to-
the-home loop on an unbundled basis
when the incumbent LEC deploys such
a loop to an end user’s customer
premises that previously has not been
served by any loop facility.

* * * * *

(d) E

(2) * % %

(i) * * *

(A]* *  *

(1) Local switching self-provisioning
trigger. To satisfy this trigger, a state
commission must find that three or
more competing providers not affiliated
with each other or the incumbent LEC,
including intermodal providers of
service comparable in quality to that of
the incumbent LEC, each are serving
mass market customers in the particular
market with the use of their own local
switches.

(2) Local switching competitive
wholesale facilities trigger. To satisfy
this trigger, a state commission must
find that two or more competing
providers not affiliated with each other
or the incumbent LEC, including
intermodal providers of service
comparable in quality to that of the
incumbent LEC, each offer wholesale
local switching service to customers
serving DSO capacity loops in that
market using their own switches.

* * * * *

Federal Communications Commission.
Marlene H. Dortch,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 03—28243 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the proposed
issuance of rules and regulations. The
purpose of these notices is to give interested
persons an opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 2003-NE-46—-AD]

RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; General

Electric Company CF6—80C2 Series
Turbofan Engines

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: The FAA proposes to adopt a
new airworthiness directive (AD) for
General Electric Company (GE) CF6-
80C2 series turbofan engines. This
proposed AD would require replacing
certain high pressure turbine (HPT)
stage 1 disks at or before reaching a new
reduced life cycle limit. This proposed
AD is prompted by an updated low-
cycle-fatigue (LCF) analysis of the HPT
stage 1 disk. We are proposing this AD
to prevent LCF cracking and failure of
the HPT stage 1 disk due to exceeding
the life limit, which could result in an
uncontained engine failure and damage
to the airplane.

DATES: We must receive any comments
on this proposed AD by January 12,
2004.

ADDRESSES: Use one of the following
addresses to submit comments on this
proposed AD:

* By mail: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), New England
Region, Office of the Regional Counsel,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 2003—NE—
46—AD, 12 New England Executive Park,
Burlington, MA 01803-5299.

e By fax: (781) 238-7055.

* By e-mail: 9-ane-
adcomment@faa.gov.

You may examine the AD docket, by
appointment, at the FAA, New England
Region, Office of the Regional Counsel,
12 New England Executive Park,
Burlington, MA.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Karen Curtis, Aerospace Engineer,
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA,
Engine and Propeller Directorate, 12
New England Executive Office Park,
Burlington, MA 01803; telephone (781)
238-7192; fax (781) 238-7199.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

We invite you to submit any written
relevant data, views, or arguments
regarding this proposal. Send your
comments to an address listed under
ADDRESSES. Include “AD Docket No.
2003-NE—-46—AD" in the subject line of
your comments. If you want us to
acknowledge receipt of your mailed
comments, send us a self-addressed,
stamped postcard with the docket
number written on it; we will date-
stamp your postcard and mail it back to
you. We specifically invite comments
on the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the proposed AD. If a person contacts us
verbally, and that contact relates to a
substantive part of this proposed AD,
we will summarize the contact and
place the summary in the docket. We
will consider all comments received by
the closing date and may amend the
proposed AD in light of those
comments.

We are reviewing the writing style we
currently use in regulatory documents.
We are interested in your comments on
whether the style of this document is
clear, and your suggestions to improve
the clarity of our communications that
affect you. You can get more
information about plain language at
http://www.faa.gov/language and http://
www.plainlanguage.gov.

Examining the AD Docket

You may examine the AD Docket
(including any comments and service
information), by appointment, between
8 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays. See
ADDRESSES for the location.

Discussion

GE has completed an updated LCF
analysis for the CF6-80C2A5F, CF6—
80C2B5F, CF6—-80C2B7F, and CF6—
80C2D1F HPT stage 1 disks, part
numbers (P/Ns) 1531M84G10 and
1531M84G12, and has established a new
reduced life cycle limit of 10,720 cycles-
since-new (CSN) for these disks. In
January 2003, the FAA became aware of

GE’s in-process analysis and material
testing of HPT stage 1 disks, P/Ns
1531M84G10 and 1531M84G12. The
FAA approved temporary revisions
(TRs) to Chapter 5, Life Limits, of the
engine manual (EM), to incorporate
revised life limits for these disks based
on initial analytical results. The original
life limit of 13,200 CSN for these disks
was last published in EM GEK 92451,
Revision 57, dated March 1, 2003. TRs
05—0093 and 05-0094, dated May 15,
2003, revised this life limit from 13,200
CSN to 9,000 CSN. The FAA chose to
wait for final analytical results before
taking action to mandate a lower life
limit. This wait was possible due to the
young age of the affected disks. The
high-cycle disk has accumulated fewer
than 7,500 CSN at this time, which is
well below the interim limit of 9,000
CSN and the final mandated limit. The
FAA now approves GE’s final analytical
results and the reduced life limit of
10,720 CSN. GE issued TRs 05-0096
and 05—-0097 on June 19, 2003 to revise
the life limits section of the EM for CF6—
80C2A5F, CF6—-80C2B5F, CF6—
80C2B7F, and CF6—-80C2D1F HPT stage
1 disks, P/Ns 1531M84G10 and
1531M84G12, to 10,720 CSN. Although
interim publications of the EM showed
lower life limits for this part, those
limits were not mandated by an AD.
Therefore, an AD is now required to
mandate the approved 10,720 CSN life
limit.

FAA’s Determination and Requirements
of the Proposed AD

We have evaluated all pertinent
information and identified an unsafe
condition that is likely to exist or
develop on other products of this same
type design. Therefore, we are
proposing this AD, which would require
replacing HPT stage 1 disks, P/Ns
1531M84G10 and 1531M84G12 at or
before reaching a new reduced life cycle
limit of 10,720 CSN.

Changes to 14 CFR Part 39—Effect on
the Proposed AD

On July 10, 2002, we issued a new
version of 14 CFR part 39 (67 FR 47998,
July 22, 2002), which governs the FAA’s
AD system. This regulation now
includes material that relates to altered
products, special flight permits, and
alternative methods of compliance. This
material previously was included in
each individual AD. Since this material
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is included in 14 CFR part 39, we will
not include it in future AD actions.

Costs of Compliance

There are about 526 CF6—80C2A5F,
CF6-80C2B5F, CF6—80C2B7F, and CF6—
80C2D1F turbofan engines of the
affected design in the worldwide fleet.
We estimate that 208 engines installed
on airplanes of U.S. registry would be
affected by this proposed AD. The
proposed action does not impose any
additional labor costs. The prorated cost
of a new HPT stage 1 disk would cost
approximately $43,306 per engine.
Based on these figures, and on the
prorating for the usage of the HPT stage
1 disks, the cost of the proposed AD on
U.S. operators is estimated to be
$9,007,648.

Regulatory Findings

We have determined that this
proposed AD would not have federalism
implications under Executive Order
13132. This proposed AD would not
have a substantial direct effect on the
States, on the relationship between the
national Government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that the proposed regulation:

1. Is not a “significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866;

2. Is not a “significant rule” under the
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); and

3. Would not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

We prepared a summary of the costs
to comply with this proposal and placed
it in the AD Docket. You may get a copy
of this summary by sending a request to
us at the address listed under
ADDRESSES. Include “AD Docket No.
2003-NE—46—-AD” in your request.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.
The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, under the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
proposes to amend 14 CFR part 39 as
follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding
the following new airworthiness
directive:

General Electric Company: Docket No. 2003—
NE-46-AD.

Comments Due Date

(a) The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) must receive comments on this
airworthiness directive (AD) action by
January 12, 2004.

Affected ADs

(b) None.
Applicability

(c) This AD applies to General Electric
Company (GE) CF6—-80C2A5F, CF6—80C2B5F,
CF6—-80C2B7F, and CF6—80C2D1F turbofan
engines with high pressure turbine (HPT)
stage 1 disks, part numbers (P/Ns)
1531M84G10 or 1531M84G12 installed.
These engines are installed on, but not
limited to, Airbus Industrie A300 and A330
series, Boeing 747 and 767 series, and
McDonnell Douglas MD-11 airplanes.

Unsafe Condition

(d) This AD was prompted by an updated
low-cycle-fatigue (LCF) analysis of the HPT
stage 1 disk. We are issuing this AD to
prevent LCF cracking and failure of the HPT
stage 1 disk due to exceeding the life limit,
which could result in an uncontained engine
failure and damage to the airplane.

Compliance

(e) You are responsible for having the
actions required by this AD performed within
the compliance times specified unless the
actions have already been done.

(f) Replace HPT stage 1 disks, P/Ns
1531M84G10 and 1531M84G12, at or before
the disk accumulates 10,720 cycles-since-
new (CSN).

(g) After the effective date of this AD, do
not install any HPT stage 1 disk, P/N
1531M84G10 or 1531M84G12, that exceeds
10,720 GSN.

Alternative Methods of Compliance

(h) The Manager, Engine Certification
Office, has the authority to approve
alternative methods of compliance for this
AD if requested using the procedures found
in 14 CFR 39.19.

Material Incorporated by Reference
(i) None.

Related Information

(j) None.

Issued in Burlington, Massachusetts, on
November 4, 2003.
Peter A. White,

Acting Manager, Engine and Propeller
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 03-28323 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)|]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39
[Docket No. 2000-NM-65-AD]
RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Cessna
Model 500, 501, 550, and 551 Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Supplemental notice of
proposed rulemaking; reopening of
comment period.

SUMMARY: This document revises an
earlier proposed airworthiness directive
(AD); applicable to certain Cessna
Model 500, 501, 550, and 551 airplanes;
that would have required inspection of
the piston housing for an “SB”
impression stamp; a one-time inspection
of the brake assembly to detect cracked
or broken brake stator disks; and
replacement of the brake assembly with
a new or serviceable assembly, if
necessary. This new action revises the
proposed rule by eliminating the
inspection of the brake assembly to
determine if the letters “SB” have been
impression-stamped on the piston
housing, and, instead, requiring a one-
time inspection of the brake stator disks
to determine to what change level they
have been modified (if any), and follow-
on actions if necessary. This new
proposed AD would also require that
the existing markings on the piston
housing of certain brake assemblies be
eliminated. The actions specified by this
new proposed AD are intended to
prevent wheel lockups that may be
caused by cracked or broken brake stator
disks becoming jammed in the brake
assembly and preventing rotation. Such
jamming of the brake assembly may
result in reduced directional control or
braking performance during landing.
This action is intended to address the
identified unsafe condition.

DATES: Comments must be received by
December 8, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
triplicate to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Transport
Airplane Directorate, ANM-114,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 2000-NM-
65—AD, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington 98055—4056.
Comments may be inspected at this
location between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays. Comments may be submitted
via fax to (425) 227-1232. Comments
may also be sent via the Internet using
the following address: 9-anm-
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nprmcomment@faa.gov. Comments sent
via fax or the Internet must contain
“Docket No. 2000-NM-65—AD”’ in the
subject line and need not be submitted
in triplicate. Comments sent via the
Internet as attached electronic files must
be formatted in Microsoft Word 97 or
2000 or ASCII text.

The service information referenced in
the proposed rule may be obtained from
Cessna Aircraft Co., P.O. Box 7706,
Wichita, Kansas 67277. This
information may be examined at the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington; or at the FAA, Wichita
Aircraft Certification Office, 1801
Airport Road, Room 100, Mid-Continent
Airport, Wichita, Kansas 67209.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Hirt, Aerospace Engineer,
Systems and Propulsion Branch, ACE-
116 W, Wichita Aircraft Certification
Office, 1801 Airport Road, Room 100,
Mid-Continent Airport, Wichita, Kansas
67209; telephone (316) 946—4156; fax
(316) 946—4407.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communications shall
identify the Rules Docket number and
be submitted in triplicate to the address
specified above. All communications
received on or before the closing date
for comments, specified above, will be
considered before taking action on the
proposed rule. The proposals contained
in this action may be changed in light
of the comments received.

Submit comments using the following
format:

* Organize comments issue-by-issue.
For example, discuss a request to
change the compliance time and a
request to change the service bulletin
reference as two separate issues.

» For each issue, state what specific
change to the proposed AD is being
requested.

 Include justification (e.g., reasons or
data) for each request.

Comments are specifically invited on
the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the proposed rule. All comments
submitted will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested persons. A report
summarizing each FAA-public contact
concerned with the substance of this
proposal will be filed in the Rules
Docket.

Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this action
must submit a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Docket Number 2000-NM-65—-AD.” The
postcard will be date stamped and
returned to the commenter.

Availability of NPRMs

Any person may obtain a copy of this
NPRM by submitting a request to the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
ANM-114, Attention: Rules Docket No.
2000-NM-65—AD, 1601 Lind Avenue,
SW., Renton, Washington 98055—4056.

Discussion

A proposal to amend part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
part 39) to add an airworthiness
directive (AD); applicable to certain
Cessna Model 500, 501, 550, and 551
airplanes; was published as a notice of
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) in the
Federal Register on September 7, 2000
(65 FR 54182). That NPRM would have
required inspection of the piston
housing for an “SB”” impression stamp;
a one-time inspection of the brake
assembly to detect cracked or broken
brake stator disks; and replacement of
the brake assembly with a new or
serviceable assembly, if necessary. That
NPRM was prompted by several reports
of wheel lockups that appear to be
caused by cracked or broken brake stator
disks becoming jammed in the brake
assembly and preventing rotation. Such
jamming of the brake assembly may
result in reduced directional control or
braking performance during landing.

Actions Since Issuance of Previous
Proposal

Since the issuance of that NPRM,
BFGoodrich has issued Goodrich
Service Bulletins 2—1528-32-2 (for
airplanes equipped with BFGoodrich
brake assembly part number (P/N) 2—
1528-6) and 2-1530-32-2 (for airplanes
equipped with BFGoodrich brake
assembly P/N 2-1530-4), both Revision
5, both dated February 19, 2003. (The
original NPRM refers to BFGoodrich
Service Bulletins 2-1528—-32-2 and 2—
1530-32-2, both Revision 1, both dated
February 3, 2000, as the appropriate
source of service information for the
actions proposed by that NPRM.)
Revision 5 of the service bulletins
eliminates the inspection of the brake
assembly to determine if the letters
“SB” have been impression-stamped on
the piston housing. That action was
described in earlier revisions of the
service bulletins, and in paragraph (a) of
the original NPRM, as a method of

determining whether it was necessary to
inspect the brake stator disks for
cracking. Since the issuance of the
original NPRM, it has been determined
that “SB” may be stamped on the piston
housing of certain brake assemblies
having stator disks that must be
inspected for cracking. Thus, it is
necessary to inspect all stator disks
installed on BFGoodrich brake
assemblies having P/N 2—1528-6 or 2—
15304 to determine whether they are
impression-stamped with “CHG AI” or
with a change letter “B” or higher, and
to inspect for cracking of subject stator
disks and replace them if necessary.
Also since the issuance of the original
NPRM, BFGoodrich has issued service
bulletins 2—-1528-32-3 (for BFGoodrich
brake assembly P/N 2-1528-6) and 2—
1530-32-3 (for BFGoodrich brake
assembly P/N 2-1530-4), both dated
March 23, 2000. Those service bulletins
apply to BFGoodrich brake assemblies
having P/N 2—-1528-6 or 2—1530—4 that
are used as spare parts. The service
bulletins describe procedures for an
inspection of the stator disks installed
on those brake assemblies to determine
whether they are impression-stamped
with “CHG AI” or with a change letter
“B” or higher, and replacement of
subject stator disks with new disks.
Accomplishment of the actions
specified in the applicable service
bulletin is intended to adequately
address the identified unsafe condition.

Differences Between Service Bulletins
and Supplemental NPRM

This supplemental NPRM differs from
the service bulletins in that for any
stator disk not stamped with “CHG AI”
or “CHG B” or a higher change letter, if
the piston housing is impression-
stamped with the letters ““SB,” this
supplemental NPRM would require that
the existing markings on the piston
housing be removed by stamping “XX”
over the letters “SB.” Though the
service bulletin does not specify this
action, we find that it is necessary to
require this action to ensure that it is
evident that the actions proposed by
this supplemental NPRM have been
accomplished on the affected parts.

This supplemental NPRM also differs
from the service bulletins in that it
would require accomplishing an initial
inspection to determine the change
letter of the brake stator disks within 50
landings or 90 days after the effective
date of this AD, whichever occurs first.
We find that this compliance time is
consistent with that proposed in the
original NPRM and is adequate to
ensure the continued flight safety of the
affected airplane fleet. For any stator
disk not stamped with “CHG AI” or
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“CHG B” or a higher change letter, the
compliance time for the detailed
inspection for cracked or broken stator
disks is consistent with the compliance
time given in the service bulletin for
those actions.

Comments

Due consideration has been given to
the comments received from a single
commenter in response to the original
NPRM.

Request To Clarify Proposed
Requirement

The commenter requests that the FAA
revise paragraph (b) of the original
NPRM to specify that the requirements
of that paragraph need only be
accomplished if “SB” is not impression-
stamped on the piston housing. The
commenter states that this would
provide necessary clarification.

We do not concur. As explained
previously, we have determined that
even if “SB” is impression-stamped on
the piston housing, all subject brake
assemblies must be inspected to ensure
that all stator disks are impression-
stamped with “CHG AI” or with a
change letter “B” or higher. We have
made no change to the supplemental
NPRM in this regard, other than the
changes associated with the new service
information described previously.

Request To Withdraw NPRM

The commenter, the brake
manufacturer, believes that the current
inspection criteria and fleet compliance
has reasonably addressed the issue of
broken brake stator disks and that the
proposed AD is not required. The
commenter makes the following
statements to justify its request:

* Areduction in the repetitive
interval for replacing brakes on
airplanes operated in the most severe
conditions appears to have greatly
reduced the occurrence of stator
failures.

* Since the issuance of the
BFGoodrich service bulletins referenced
in the original NPRM, the commenter is
not aware of any additional reports of
locked wheels caused by broken brake
stator disks.

 Brakes and brake stator disks in
spares inventories have been addressed
through the issuance of BFGoodrich
Service Bulletins 2-1528-32-3 and 2—
1530-32-3.

» Operators of subject airplanes have
been briefed about the problem of
cracked or broken brake stator disks.

» Cessna reports that 70 percent of
the worldwide fleet of affected airplanes
have already complied with the actions

that would be required by the proposed
AD.

We acknowledge the facts presented
by the commenter. However, we do not
agree that it is appropriate to withdraw
the proposed AD. It is necessary to issue
an AD to ensure that all affected
airplanes are inspected and that the
necessary corrective actions are
accomplished to eliminate the unsafe
condition. In addition, issuance of an
AD also assists us in meeting our
obligation to advise other civil
airworthiness authorities of unsafe
conditions identified in products
manufactured in the United States, in
accordance with various bilateral
airworthiness agreements with countries
around the world. Therefore, it is both
warranted and necessary to issue this
AD.

Request for Information on Additional
Incidents

The commenter notes that it is aware
of 3 reports of a locked wheel and 16
reports of broken stator disks. The
commenter asks the FAA to provide it
with information on additional reports
of incidents of locked wheels resulting
from broken brake stator disks.

We have not received any reports of
locked wheels resulting from broken
brake stator disks other than those noted
by the commenter. We have made no
change to the supplemental NPRM in
this regard.

Request To Revise Cost Impact

The commenter requests that the cost
information in the original NPRM be
revised to reflect exactly the cost
information provided in the relevant
BFGoodrich service bulletins. We do not
concur. It is our practice to round up
work hour figures to a whole number,
which is how we arrived at the work
hour estimates provided in the original
NPRM. We have made no change to the
supplemental NPRM in this regard.

Explanation of Additional Change to
Original NPRM

For clarification and to reflect model
designations in the most recent revision
of the Type Certificate Data Sheet for the
affected airplanes, we have revised all
references to “Cessna Model 500 series
airplanes” in the original NPRM to refer
to “Cessna Model 500, 501, 550, and
551 airplanes” in this supplemental
NPRM.

Conclusion

Since the changes related to the newly
issued service information expand the
scope of the originally proposed rule,
we have determined that it is necessary
to reopen the comment period to

provide additional opportunity for
public comment.

Changes to 14 CFR Part 39/Effect on the
Proposed AD

On July 10, 2002, we issued a new
version of 14 CFR part 39 (67 FR 47997,
July 22, 2002), which governs our AD
system. This regulation now includes
material that relates to altered products,
special flight permits, and alternative
methods of compliance (AMOGCs).
Because we have now included this
material in part 39, only the office
authorized to approve AMOG s is
identified in each individual AD.
Therefore, in this supplemental NPRM,
we have removed Note 1 and paragraph
(d) and revised paragraph (c) of the
original NPRM.

Change to Labor Rate Estimate

Since the issuance of the original
NPRM, we have reviewed the figures we
have used over the past several years to
calculate AD costs to operators. To
account for various inflationary costs in
the airline industry, we find it necessary
to increase the labor rate used in these
calculations from $60 per work hour to
$65 per work hour. The cost impact
information, below, reflects this
increase in the specified hourly labor
rate.

Cost Impact

There are approximately 370
airplanes of the affected design in the
worldwide fleet. We estimate that 259
airplanes of U.S. registry would be
affected by this proposed AD. It would
take up to 1 work hour per airplane to
accomplish the proposed inspection if
the inspection were done at the time of
a tire change and up to 4 work hours per
airplane if the inspection were done at
a different time, at an average labor rate
of $65 per work hour. Based on these
figures, the cost impact of the proposed
AD on U.S. operators is estimated to be
$16,835, or $65 per airplane, for
inspections of the brake assembly done
at the time of a tire change; or up to
$67,340, or $260 per airplane, for
inspections done at a different time.

The cost impact figures discussed
above are based on assumptions that no
operator has yet accomplished any of
the proposed requirements of this AD
action, and that no operator would
accomplish those actions in the future if
this AD were not adopted. The cost
impact figures discussed in AD
rulemaking actions represent only the
time necessary to perform the specific
actions actually required by the AD.
These figures typically do not include
incidental costs, such as the time
required to gain access and close up,
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planning time, or time necessitated by
other administrative actions.

Regulatory Impact

The regulations proposed herein
would not have a substantial direct
effect on the States, on the relationship
between the national Government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
it is determined that this proposal
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that this proposed regulation (1)
is not a “‘significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866; (2) is not
a “‘significant rule” under the DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034, February 26, 1979); and (3) if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A copy of the draft
regulatory evaluation prepared for this
action is contained in the Rules Docket.
A copy of it may be obtained by
contacting the Rules Docket at the
location provided under the caption
ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration proposes to amend part
39 of the Federal Aviation Regulations
(14 CFR part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

Cessna Airplane Company: Docket 2000—
NM-65—-AD.

Applicability: Model 500 and 501
airplanes, serial numbers 0001 through 0689
inclusive, and Model 550 and 551 airplanes,
serial numbers 0002 through 0733 inclusive;
certificated in any category; equipped with
BFGoodrich brake assembly part number
(P/N) 2-1528-6 or 2—1530—4.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent jamming of the wheel/tire
assembly, which could result in a loss of
directional control or braking performance
upon landing, accomplish the following:

Inspection of Stator Disks for Change Letter

(a) Within 50 landings or 90 days after the
effective date of this AD, whichever is first,
inspect the stator disks on the brake assembly
to determine if “CHG AI” or “CHG B” or a
higher change letter is impression-stamped
on each disk, in accordance with Goodrich
Service Bulletin 2—1528-32—2, Revision 5
(for airplanes equipped with BFGoodrich
brake assembly P/N 2-1528-6), or Goodrich
Service Bulletin 2-1530-32—2, Revision 5,
(for airplanes equipped with BFGoodrich
brake assembly P/N 2—1530—4), both dated
February 19, 2003, as applicable. If both
disks are stamped with “CHG AI” or “CHG
B” or a higher change letter, no further action
is required by this paragraph. Instead of
inspecting the stator disks, a review of
airplane maintenance records is acceptable if
the change letter of the stator disks can be
positively determined from that review.

Inspection for Cracked or Broken Stator
Disks

(b) For any stator disk not stamped with
“CHG AI” or “CHG B” or a higher change
letter: At the applicable compliance time
specified in paragraph (b)(1) or (b)(2) of this
AD, perform a detailed inspection for cracked
or broken stator disks; in accordance with
Goodrich Service Bulletin 2—-1528-32-2 (for
airplanes equipped with BFGoodrich brake
assembly P/N 2-1528-6), or Goodrich
Service Bulletin 2-1530-32-2 (for airplanes
equipped with BFGoodrich brake assembly
P/N 2—-1530—4), both Revision 5, both dated
February 19, 2003; as applicable.

(1) For airplanes that use thrust reversers:
Inspect prior to the accumulation of 376 total
landings on the brake assembly, or within 50
landings after the effective date of this AD,
whichever is later.

(2) For airplanes that do not use thrust
reversers: Inspect prior to the accumulation
of 200 total landings on the brake assembly,
or within 25 landings after the effective date
of this AD, whichever is later.

Note 1: For the purposes of this AD, a
detailed inspection is defined as: “An
intensive visual examination of a specific
structural area, system, installation, or
assembly to detect damage, failure, or
irregularity. Available lighting is normally
supplemented with a direct source of good
lighting at intensity deemed appropriate by
the inspector. Inspection aids such as mirror,
magnifying lenses, etc., may be used. Surface
cleaning and elaborate access procedures
may be required.”

Follow-On Actions (No Cracked or Broken
Stator Disk)

(c) If no cracked or broken stator disk is
found, before further flight, reassemble the
brake assembly and, if the piston housing is
impression-stamped with the letters ““SB,”
obliterate the existing markings on the piston
housing by stamping “XX" over the letters
“SB.” If paragraph E.(3)(a) or E.(3)(b), as
applicable, of Goodrich Service Bulletin 2—
1528-32-2 (for airplanes equipped with
BFGoodrich brake assembly P/N 2—-1528-6),
or Goodrich Service Bulletin 2-1530-32-2
(for airplanes equipped with BFGoodrich
brake assembly P/N 2—1530—4), both Revision
5, both dated February 19, 2003; as

applicable; specifies repetitive inspections,
repeat the inspection required by paragraph
(b) of this AD at intervals not to exceed those
specified in the service bulletin, until
paragraph (e) of this AD is accomplished.

Corrective Action (Cracked or Broken Stator
Disk)

(d) If any cracked or broken stator disk is
found, prior to further flight, replace the
brake assembly with a new or serviceable
brake assembly; in accordance with Goodrich
Service Bulletin 2—1528-32-2 (for airplanes
equipped with BFGoodrich brake assembly
P/N 2—-1528-6), or Goodrich Service Bulletin
2-1530-32-2 (for airplanes equipped with
BFGoodrich brake assembly P/N 2-1530-4),
both Revision 5, both dated February 19,
2003; as applicable. If repetitive inspections
are required per paragraph (c) of this AD,
such replacement terminates those
inspections.

Replacement of Brake Assembly

(e) When the brake assembly has
accumulated 700 total landings since its
installation or within 50 landings on the
airplane after the effective date of this AD,
whichever is later, replace the brake
assembly with a new or serviceable brake
assembly; in accordance with Goodrich
Service Bulletin 2—1528-32-2 (for airplanes
equipped with BFGoodrich brake assembly
P/N 2—-1528-6), or Goodrich Service Bulletin
2-1530-32-2 (for airplanes equipped with
BFGoodrich brake assembly P/N 2-1530-4),
both Revision 5, both dated February 19,
2003; as applicable. If repetitive inspections
are required per paragraph (c) of this AD,
such replacement terminates those
inspections.

Parts Installation

(f) As of the effective date of this AD, no
person may install a BFGoodrich brake
assembly on any airplane unless it has been
inspected as specified in paragraph (f)(1) or
()(2) of this AD, and found to be free of
cracked or broken stator disks.

(1) For BFGoodrich brake assembly P/N 2—
1528-6: Brake assembly must be inspected in
accordance with paragraphs (a) and (b) of this
AD, as applicable, in accordance with the
service information specified in those
paragraphs or BFGoodrich Service Bulletin
2—-1528-32-3, dated March 23, 2000.

(2) For BFGoodrich brake assembly P/N 2—
1530—4: Brake assembly must be inspected in
accordance with paragraphs (a) and (b) of this
AD, as applicable, in accordance with the
service information specified in those
paragraphs or BFGoodrich Service Bulletin
2—1530-32-3, dated March 23, 2000.

Alternative Methods of Compliance

(g) In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, the
Manager, Wichita Aircraft Certification Office
(ACO), FAA, is authorized to approve
alternative methods of compliance for this
AD.
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Issued in Renton, Washington, on
November 4, 2003.

Ali Bahrami,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 03—28324 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39
[Docket No. 2001-NM-359-AD]
RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; McDonnell
Douglas Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F,
DC-10-15, DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC—
10A and KDC-10), DC-10-40, DC-10-
40F, MD-10-10F, MD-10-30F, MD-11,
and MD-11F Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This document proposes the
adoption of a new airworthiness
directive (AD) that is applicable to
certain McDonnell Douglas Model DC—
10-10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-15, DC-10—
30, DC-10-30F (KC-10A and KDC-10),
DC-10-40, DC-10-40F, MD-10-10F,
MD-10-30F, MD-11, and MD-11F
airplanes. This proposal would require
repetitive operation of the exterior
emergency door handle of the forward
passenger door to determine if binding
exists in the exterior emergency control
handle mechanism, and corrective
action, if necessary. This action is
necessary to prevent the failure of the
exterior emergency control handle
mechanism of the forward passenger
door, which could delay an emergency
evacuation. This action is intended to
address the identified unsafe condition.

DATES: Comments must be received by
December 29, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
triplicate to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Transport
Airplane Directorate, ANM-114,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 2001-NM—
359—-AD, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington 98055—4056.
Comments may be inspected at this
location between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays. Comments may be submitted
via fax to (425) 227-1232. Comments
may also be sent via the Internet using
the following address: 9-anm-
nprmcomment@faa.gov. Comments sent
via fax or the Internet must contain

“Docket No. 2001-NM-359-AD”’ in the
subject line and need not be submitted
in triplicate. Comments sent via the
Internet as attached electronic files must
be formatted in Microsoft Word 97 or
2000 or ASCII text.

The service information referenced in
the proposed rule may be obtained from
Boeing Commercial Aircraft Group,
Long Beach Division, 3855 Lakewood
Boulevard, Long Beach, California
90846, Attention: Data and Service
Management, Dept. C1-L5A (D800—
0024). This information may be
examined at the FAA, Transport
Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind
Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington; or at
the FAA, Los Angeles Aircraft
Certification Office, 3960 Paramount
Boulevard, Lakewood, California.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ken
Sujishi, Aerospace Engineer, Systems
and Equipment Branch, ANM-130L,
FAA, Los Angeles Aircraft Certification
Office, 3960 Paramount Boulevard,
Lakewood, California 90712—4137;
telephone (562) 627-5353; fax (562)
627-5210.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communications shall
identify the Rules Docket number and
be submitted in triplicate to the address
specified above. All communications
received on or before the closing date
for comments, specified above, will be
considered before taking action on the
proposed rule. The proposals contained
in this action may be changed in light
of the comments received.

Submit comments using the following
format:

+ Organize comments issue-by-issue.
For example, discuss a request to
change the compliance time and a
request to change the service bulletin
reference as two separate issues.

 For each issue, state what specific
change to the proposed AD is being
requested.

¢ Include justification (e.g., reasons or
data) for each request.

Comments are specifically invited on
the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the proposed rule. All comments
submitted will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested persons. A report
summarizing each FAA-public contact
concerned with the substance of this
proposal will be filed in the Rules
Docket.

Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this action
must submit a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: “Comments to
Docket Number 2001-NM-359-AD.”
The postcard will be date stamped and
returned to the commenter.

Availability of NPRMs

Any person may obtain a copy of this
NPRM by submitting a request to the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
ANM-114, Attention: Rules Docket No.
2001-NM-359-AD, 1601 Lind Avenue,
SW., Renton, Washington 98055—4056.

Discussion

The FAA has received a report
indicating that the exterior emergency
function of one of the passenger doors
was inoperative on a McDonnell
Douglas Model MD-11 airplane. The
exterior emergency door handle would
not move and activate the emergency
function of the forward passenger door.
The cause was revealed to be six
corroded bearings that seized in the
exterior door handle mechanism. This
condition, if not corrected, could result
in the failure of the exterior emergency
control handle mechanism of the
forward passenger door, which could
delay an emergency evacuation.

Similar Models

The subject area on certain
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10-10,
DC-10-10F, DC-10-15, DC-10-30, DC-
10-30F (KC-10A and KDC~10), DC-10—
40, DC-10-40F, MD-10-10F, MD-10-
30F, and MD-11F airplanes is almost
identical to that on the affected Model
MD-11 airplanes. Therefore, all of these
models may be subject to the same
unsafe condition.

Other Related Rulemaking

The FAA is aware of a similar unsafe
condition on the mid, overwing, and aft
service doors on certain McDonnell
Douglas Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F,
DC-10-15, DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC-
10A and KDC-10), DC-10—40, DC-10—
40F, MD-10-10F, MD-10-30F, MD-11
and MD-11F airplanes. We may
consider future rulemaking actions to
address the identified unsafe
conditions.

Explanation of Relevant Service
Information

The FAA has reviewed and approved
McDonnell Douglas Service Bulletin
MD11-52-046, Revision 02, dated
October 8, 2002 (for Model MD-11 and
MD-11F airplanes); and McDonnell
Douglas Service Bulletin DC10-52-221,
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Revision 01, dated May 6, 2002 (for
Model DC-10-10, DG-10-10F, DG-10—
15, DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC-10A
and KDC-10), DC-10-40, DC-10-40F,
MD-10-10F, and MD-10-30F
airplanes). Both service bulletins
describe procedures for repetitive
operation of the exterior emergency
door handle of the forward passenger
door to determine if binding exists in
the exterior emergency control handle
mechanism, and corrective action, if
necessary. The corrective action is
replacing the six bearings in the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism of
the forward passenger door with
bearings made from corrosion resistant
materials. Accomplishment of the
actions specified in the service bulletins
is intended to adequately address the
identified unsafe condition.

Explanation of Requirements of
Proposed Rule

Since an unsafe condition has been
identified that is likely to exist or
develop on other products of this same
type design, the proposed AD would
require accomplishment of the actions
specified in the service bulletins
described previously, except as
discussed below.

Differences Between Proposed Rule and
Service Bulletins

Operators should note that, although
the service bulletins include a
procedure to replace the lower torque
shaft bearings, this proposed AD does
not mandate such replacement.
Replacement of the lower torque shaft
bearings does not address the identified
unsafe condition of this AD.

Operators should also note that,
although the service bulletins would
require the replacement of seven
bearings in the exterior emergency
control handle mechanism, this
proposed AD would require the
replacement of only six bearings. The
manufacturer has informed the FAA
that a typographical error was made in
the service bulletin, and that there are
only six bearings that need to be
replaced in the exterior emergency
control handle mechanism. The
manufacturer is planning to issue a new
revision of the service bulletins to
indicate this change.

Cost Impact

There are approximately 604
airplanes of the affected design in the
worldwide fleet. The FAA estimates that
396 airplanes of U.S. registry would be
affected by this proposed AD, that it
would take approximately 1 work hour
per airplane to accomplish the proposed
repetitive operation of the exterior

emergency door handle of the forward
passenger door, and that the average
labor rate is $65 per work hour. Based
on these figures, the cost impact of the
proposed AD on U.S. operators is
estimated to be $25,740, or $65 per
airplane, per operation.

The cost impact figures discussed
above are based on assumptions that no
operator has yet accomplished any of
the proposed requirements of this AD
action, and that no operator would
accomplish those actions in the future if
this proposed AD were not adopted. The
cost impact figures discussed in AD
rulemaking actions represent only the
time necessary to perform the specific
actions actually required by the AD.
These figures typically do not include
incidental costs, such as the time
required to gain access and close up,
planning time, or time necessitated by
other administrative actions.

Regulatory Impact

The regulations proposed herein
would not have a substantial direct
effect on the States, on the relationship
between the national Government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
it is determined that this proposal
would not have federalism implications
under Executive Order 13132.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that this proposed regulation (1)
is not a “‘significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866; (2) is not
a “significant rule” under the DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034, February 26, 1979); and (3) if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A copy of the draft
regulatory evaluation prepared for this
action is contained in the Rules Docket.
A copy of it may be obtained by
contacting the Rules Docket at the
location provided under the caption
ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration proposes to amend part
39 of the Federal Aviation Regulations
(14 CFR part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

McDonnell Douglas: Docket 2001-NM—-359—
AD.

Applicability: Model MD-11 and MD-11F
airplanes; as listed in Boeing Service Bulletin
MD11-52-046, Revision 02, dated October 8,
2002; and Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F,
DC-10-15, DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC-10A
and KDC-10), DC-10—40, DG-10—40F, MD—
10-10F, and MD-10-30F airplanes; as listed
in Boeing Service Bulletin DC10-52-221,
Revision 01, dated May 6, 2002; certificated
in any category.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent the failure of the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism of the
forward passenger door, which could delay
an emergency evacuation, accomplish the
following:

Note 1: Where there are differences
between the referenced service bulletins and
the AD, the AD prevails.

Initial Operation

(a) Within 6,000 flight hours or 18 months
after the effective date of this AD, whichever
occurs later: Operate the exterior emergency
door handle of the forward passenger door to
determine if binding exists in the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism, in
accordance with the Accomplishment
Instructions of Boeing Service Bulletin
MD11-52-046, Revision 02, dated October 8,
2002 (for Model MD-11 and MD-11F
airplanes); or Boeing Service Bulletin DC10—
52-221, Revision 01, dated May 6, 2002 (for
Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-15,
DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC-10A and KDC—-
10), DC-10-40, DC-10—40F, MD-10-10F,
and MD-10-30F airplanes); as applicable.

Condition 1—No Binding

(b) If there is no binding in the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism during
the operation required by paragraph (a) of
this AD: Perform the action in either
paragraph (b)(1) or (b)(2) of this AD in
accordance with the Accomplishment
Instructions of Boeing Service Bulletin
MD11-52-046, Revision 02, dated October 8,
2002 (for Model MD-11 and MD-11F
airplanes); or Boeing Service Bulletin DC10-
52-221, Revision 01, dated May 6, 2002 (for
Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-15,
DC-10-30, DC-10-30F (KC-10A and KDC—
10), DC-10-40, DC-10—40F, MD-10-10F,
and MD-10-30F airplanes); as applicable:

(1) Repeat the operation of the exterior
emergency door handle of the forward
passenger door thereafter at intervals not to
exceed 6,000 flight hours or 18 months,
whichever occurs later.

(2) Replace the six bearings in the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism of the
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forward passenger door with bearings made
from corrosion resistant materials.
Accomplishment of the replacement
constitutes terminating action for the
requirements of this AD.

Condition 2—Binding

(c) If there is binding in the exterior
emergency control handle mechanism during
any operation required by paragraph (a) or
(b)(1) of this AD: Before further flight, replace
the six bearings in the exterior emergency
control handle mechanism of the forward
passenger door with bearings made from
corrosion resistant materials in accordance
with the Accomplishment Instructions of
Boeing Service Bulletin MD11-52-046,
Revision 02, dated October 8, 2002 (for
Model MD-11 and MD-11F airplanes); or
Boeing Service Bulletin DC10-52-221,
Revision 01, dated May 6, 2002 (for Model
DC-10-10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-15, DC-10—-
30, DC-10—30F (KC-10A and KDC-10), DC—
10-40, DC-10-40F, MD-10-10F, and MD-
10-30F airplanes); as applicable.
Accomplishment of the replacement
constitutes terminating action for the
requirements of this AD.

Alternative Methods of Compliance

(d) In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, the
Manager, Los Angeles Aircraft Certification
Office, FAA, is authorized to approve
alternative methods of compliance for this
AD.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on
November 4, 2003.
Kalene C. Yanamura,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 03—28325 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71

[Docket No. FAA—-2003-16120; Airspace
Docket No. 03-AEA-12]

Proposed Amendment to Class E
Airspace; Jamestown, NY

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice proposes to
amend the Class E airspace area at
Jamestown, NY. The development of a
Standard Instrument Approach
Procedure (SIAP) based on area
navigation (RNAV) to serve flights into
WCA Hospital Heliport under
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) has made
this proposal necessary. Controlled
airspace extending upward from 700
feet Above Ground Level (AGL) is
needed to contain aircraft executing the
approach. The area would be depicted

on aeronautical charts for pilot
reference.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before December 12, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal to the Docket Management
System, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Room Plaza 401, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC
20590-0001. You must identify the
docket number FAA-2003-16120/
Airspace Docket No. 03—AEA—12 at the
beginning of your comments. You may
also submit comments on the Internet at
http://dms.dot.gov.

You may review the public docket
containing the proposal, any comments
received, and any final disposition in
person in the Dockets Office between 9
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays. The
Docket Office (telephone 1-800-647—
5527) is on the plaza level of the
Department of Transportation NASSIF
Building at the above address.

An informal docket may also be
examined during normal business hours
at the office of the Regional Air Traffic
Division, Federal Aviation
Administration, Eastern Region, 1
Aviation Plaza, Jamaica, NY 11434—
4809.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Francis T. Jordan, Jr., Airspace
Specialist, Airspace Branch, AEA-520,
Eastern Region, 1 Aviation Plaza,
Jamaica, NY 114344809, telephone:
(718) 553-4521.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to
participate in this proposed rulemaking
by submitting such written data, views,
or arguments as they may desire.
Comments that provide the factual basis
supporting the views and suggestions
presented are particularly helpful in
developing reasoned regulatory
decisions on the proposal. Comments
are specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, economic, environmental,
and energy-related aspects of the
proposal. Communications should
identify both docket numbers and be
submitted in triplicate to the address
listed above. Commenters wishing the
FAA to acknowledge receipt of their
comments on this notice must submit
with those comments a self-addressed,
stamped postcard on which the
following statement is made:
“Comments to Docket No. FAA-2003—
16120/Airspace Docket No. 03—AEA—-
12.” The postcard will be date/time
stamped and returned to the customer.

Availability of NPRMs

An electronic copy of this document
may be downloaded through the
Internet at http://dms.dot.gov. Recently
published rulemaking documents can
also be accessed through the FAA’s Web
page at http://www.faa.gov or the
Superintendent of Documents web page
at http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara.

Additionally, any person may obtain
a copy of this notice by submitting a
request to the Federal Aviation
Administration, Office of Air Traffic
Airspace Management, ATA-400, 800
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, or by calling
(202) 267—-8783. Communications must
identify both docket numbers for this
notice. Persons interested in being
placed on a mailing list for future
NPRMs should contact the FAA’s Office
of Rulemaking, (202) 267-9677, to
request a copy of Advisory Circular No.
11-2A, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Distribution System, which describes
the application procedure.

The Proposal

The FAA is considering an
amendment to Part 71 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 71) to
amend the Class E airspace area at
Jamestown, NY. The development of a
SIAP to serve flights operating IFR into
WCA Hospital Heliport make this action
necessary. Controlled airspace
extending upward from 700 feet AGL is
needed to accommodate the SIAPs.
Class E airspace designations for
airspace areas extending upward from
700 feet or more above the surface are
published in Paragraph 6005 of FAA
Order 7400.9K, dated August 30, 2002,
and effective September 16, 2002, which
is incorporated by reference in 14 CFR
71.1. The Class E airspace designation
listed in this document would be
published subsequently in the Order.

The FAA has determined that this
proposed regulation only involves an
established body of technical
regulations for which frequent and
routine amendments are necessary to
keep them operationally current.
Therefore, this proposed regulation—(1)
is not a “‘significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866; (2) is not
a “significant rule” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3)
does not warrant preparation of a
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated
impact is so minimal. Since this is a
routine matter that would only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it
is certified that this proposed rule
would not have significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
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entities under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Airspace, Incorporation by reference,
Navigation (air).

The Proposed Amendment

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Federal Aviation Administration
proposes to amend 14 CFR part 71 as
follows:

PART 71—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 14 CFR
part 71 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40103, 40113,
40120; E.O. 10854; 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959—
1963 Comp., p. 389.

§71.1 [Amended]

2. The incorporation by reference in
14 CFR 71.1 of Federal Aviation
Administration Order 7400.9K, dated
September 16, 2003, and effective
September 15, 2004, is proposed to be
amended as follows:

Paragraph 6005 Class E airspace areas
extending upward from 700 feet or more
above the surface of the earth.

* * * * *

AEA NY E5 Jamestown, NY (Revised)

Chautauqua Gounty/Jamestown Airport,
Jamestown, NY

(Lat. 42°09'12" N., long. 74°15'29" W.)
WCA Hospital Heliport

(Lat. 42°05'24" N., long. 79°13'50" W.)

That airspace extending upward from 700
feet above the surface within a 6.6-mile
radius of Chautauqua County/Jamestown
Airport and within 2.2 miles each side of the
Runway 31 extended centerline extending
from the 6.6-mile radius to 7 miles northwest
of the runway and within 2.2 miles each side
of Runway 13 extended centerline extending
from the 6.6-mile radius to 7.9 miles
southeast of the runway and within a 6-mile
radius of WCA Hospital Heliport.

* * * * *

Issued in Jamaica, New York, on
September 15, 2003.

John G. McCartney,

Assistant Manager, Air Traffic Division,
Eastern Region.

[FR Doc. 03—28346 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Bureau of Industry and Security

15 CFR Parts 740, 742, 748, 754, and
772

[Docket No. 030425102-3102-01]

RIN 0694-AC20

Mandatory Use of Simplified Network
Application Processing System

AGENCY: Bureau of Industry and
Security, Commerce.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This proposed rule would
amend the Export Administration
Regulations (EAR) to implement a
revised version of the Bureau of
Industry and Security’s (BIS) Simplified
Network Application Processing
(SNAP+) system (hereinafter, the
version of the Bureau of Industry and
Security’s Simplified Network
Application Processing system that
currently exists shall be referred to as
SNAP, while the version that is
proposed in this rule shall be referred to
as SNAP+). This proposed rule also
would mandate use of SNAP+ for all
filings of Export License applications
(except Special Comprehensive
Licenses), Reexport Authorization
requests, Classification requests,
Encryption Review requests, and
License Exception AGR notifications
unless BIS authorizes paper filing for a
particular user or transaction. The
requirement to use SNAP+ also would
apply to any documentation required to
be submitted with applications, requests
or notifications. This proposed rule also
would continue some provisions of the
regulations associated with SNAP and
other electronic filing systems that BIS
has used in the past until a SNAP user’s
account is converted to SNAP+.
Examples of these provisions include
the requirements imposed on companies
and individuals to protect the integrity
of identification numbers. Other
provisions, such as the requirement to
maintain a log of submissions filed
before being converted to SNAP+ would
continue in effect even after an existing
user is converted to SNAP+ for the
period of time specified by Part 762 of
the regulations. This proposed rule also
would amend the EAR to require that
requests for advisory opinions include
the Export Control Classification
Number of the item(s) at issue, to
require item Classification Requests
include a recommended ECCN, to
replace some address listings in the
regulations with references to BIS forms
that contain those addresses, and to

correct some omissions, misstatements
and typographical errors.

DATES: Comments must be received by
January 12, 2004.

ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be e-mailed to: rpd@bis.doc.gov, faxed
to 202—-482-3355, or mailed or delivered
to Regulatory Policy Division, Office of
Exporter Services, Bureau of Industry
and Security, Department of Commerce,
14th and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Room 2705, Washington, DG 20230.
Reference Regulatory Identification
Number 0694—AC20 in all comments.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information concerning SNAP+, contact
George Ipock, Office of Administration:
e-mail gipock@bis.doc.gov, telephone:
(202) 482-5469. For information
concerning other matters raised by this
proposed rule, contact William Arvin,
Office of Exporter Services: e-mail
warvin@bis.doc.gov, telephone (202)
482-2440.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The Bureau of Industry and Security
(BIS) administers export license,
notification, and reporting requirements
for a number of export and reexport
transactions based on the nature of the
item being exported or reexported, its
intended destination, the end-user, and
the end-use. In addition, BIS provides
advice to persons concerning the
classification of items that may be
subject to the Export Administration
Regulations and advisory opinions
regarding the applicability of the Export
Administration Regulations to particular
transactions. The public obtains all of
these services, except advisory
opinions, by submitting a paper form or
by submitting the information
electronically, either through the SNAP
system or through one of several
systems maintained by private vendors.
Recently, a majority of the submissions
for which an electronic vehicle is
available have been submitted
electronically. Heretofore, the electronic
submission vehicles have not provided
for electronic submission of supporting
documents or other documents that
relate to an application, request, or
report. SNAP+ would permit
submissions via the World Wide Web
using a Web browser and would have
the capability to “attach” images (as
PDF files) of related documents to
applications or requests. It would also
incorporate security features that were
not available when electronic filing of
export license applications began in the
mid 1980s. Accordingly, BIS is
proposing to amend the Export
Administration Regulations to require
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that all export license applications
(except Special Comprehensive
Licenses), reexport license applications,
Classification Requests, encryption
review requests, and notifications prior
to shipments of food and agricultural
commodities to Cuba under License
Exception AGR, along with any
supporting or related documents be
submitted via SNAP+. Any supporting
or related documents attached to the
submission would have to be in PDF
format and, if they contain text, would
have to be text searchable. BIS would
consider requests for exceptions to the
mandatory electronic filing rule and
grant them in the following
circumstances:

* A filer who has made no more than
three submissions to BIS in the
preceding twelve months;

* A filer who lacks access to the
Internet;

» BIS has rejected the filer’s request
or revoked its eligibility to file
electronically;

* BIS has requested that the filer
submit a paper document for a
particular transaction; or

* BIS determines that urgent
circumstances or circumstances beyond
the filer’s control require allowing paper
filing in a particular case.

BIS is aware of the possibility that
some applicants might have to acquire
certain hardware or software to be able
to comply with this proposed rule. BIS
also is aware that current electronic
filers who use systems other than SNAP
would have to begin using SNAP+ (or
have an authorized agent acting on their
behalf use SNAP+) in order to comply
with this proposed rule unless one of
the foregoing exceptions applies. BIS is
interested in comments that address the
benefits and burdens associated with
these requirements.

SNAP+ would eliminate the
registration of individual users by paper
communication with BIS. Instead, a
person may begin the registration
process on behalf of himself or herself
or may register an entity such as a
corporation online. That person would
be required to provide the following
information concerning the SNAP+
applicant:

* Name of SNAP+ applicant;

e Address of SNAP+ applicant;

* “Organization Type,” whether the
SNAP+ applicant is an individual or an
entity other than an individual;

 Its “Employee Identification
Number” if the SNAP+ applicant is not
an individual and is located in the
United States;

¢ The name, telephone number, and
e-mail address of the SNAP+ applicant’s
“designated official;”” and

+ The name, telephone number, and
e-mail address of the SNAP+ applicant’s
initial organization administrator.

The SNAP+ system would then
generate a paper document called an
electronic submission certification,
which explains the major
responsibilities of SNAP+ users, for the
designated official to sign and submit to
BIS. BIS would notify the designated
official by e-mail of its approval or
rejection of the application to use
SNAP+.

BIS is also proposing to convert
existing SNAP users to SNAP+ through
the following process. BIS would send
a letter to each existing SNAP user
informing it of the date on which it will
be converted to the new system. The
letter will also inform the existing SNAP
user that a person who knows the
existing user’s current SNAP company
identification number must log onto the
system to provide the name and contact
information of the individuals who the
existing user determines will be
Organization Administrator and
Designated Official in the SNAP+
system. Existing SNAP users will not be
able to use SNAP on or after the
conversion date until this step is taken.
In addition, the letter will describe the
roles of the Organization Administrator
and Certifiers, as set forth below. BIS
anticipates that it will not convert all of
the existing SNAP users to SNAP+ at
the same time and that the conversion
process may take several months
starting on the day that SNAP+ is
implemented.

SNAP+ would also create some new
roles with specific responsibilities in
the SNAP+ system. Those roles, which
apply to both new SNAP+ users and to
existing SNAP users when they are
converted to the SNAP+ system by BIS
would be:

* SNAP+ Applicant. The entity or
individual that applies to use SNAP+ to
submit documents to BIS.

* SNAP+ User. The individual or
entity that has been authorized to
submit documents via SNAP+.

 Designated Official. The individual
who executes, on behalf of the SNAP+
applicant, the application to use the
SNAP+ system.

* Organization Administrator. An
individual who can enable other people
to use the SNAP+ system on a particular
SNAP+ user’s behalf and who can
assign roles to, remove roles from, or
eliminate all access to SNAP+ for those
people. Those roles include additional
organization administrators (who can do
all of the tasks that the initial
organization administrator can do), as
well as certifiers, stagers and viewers.

¢ Certifier. An individual who can
submit to BIS, on behalf of a SNAP+
user, any type of submission that is
available via the SNAP+ system at the
time of submission, even if that type of
submission was not available at the time
that he/she became a certifier, and who
can make representations to BIS, on the
SNAP+ user’s behalf, as to the truth,
accuracy and completeness of that
submission. BIS will treat submissions
made in the SNAP+ system by any of
the SNAP+ user’s certifiers as
representations by the SNAP+ user to
the United States Government until the
certifier’s role is terminated in the
SNAP+ system by one of SNAP+ user’s
organization administrators or by BIS.

» Stager. An individual who can enter
information and documents into the
SNAP+ system on behalf of a SNAP+
User for submission to BIS by a certifier.

* Viewer. An individual who is able
to view information and documents in
the SNAP+ system, but is unable to
enter, modify or certify any information
or documents.

» Agents. An individual or entity who
submits documents via SNAP+ for
another party. An agent would be
required to notify BIS immediately if his
authority to do so is terminated. This
provision is needed so that BIS can
terminate any access that the agent
would have in the SNAP+ system to
information about a former client that is
protected from disclosure by the
confidentiality provisions of the Export
Administration Act. Within the SNAP+
system, such agents are referred to as
“third parties.”

BIS is also proposing to eliminate
some obsolete, redundant or incorrect
references in Part 748 of the Export
Administration Regulations, eliminate
an inconsistency, add information that
had been omitted and replace some
addresses listed in the regulations with
references to BIS forms containing those
addresses.

This proposed rule would make the
following specific amendments to the
Export Administration Regulations.

In part 740, § 740.17(d)(1) would be
amended to make clear that review
requests for License Exception ENC
must be filed via SNAP+ unless BIS
authorizes use of the paper form BIS—
748P, that documents submitted in
connection with SNAP+ submissions
must be in “PDF” format and, if they
contain text, must be text searchable.
The reference to § 748.2(c) for the
addresses for submitting license
applications would be replaced with a
reference to the addresses preprinted on
the form. Section 740.18(c)(2) would be
amended to replace language that makes
use of electronic filing optional with
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language that makes use of SNAP+
mandatory unless BIS has approved the
applicant for paper filing, that
documents submitted in connection
with SNAP+submissions must be in
“PDF” format and, if they contain text,
must be text searchable. Language
referring to block numbers on the form
would be replaced by names of blocks
or fields because SNAP+ does not use
block numbers.

In part 742, § 742.15(b)(2)(i) would be
amended to make clear that SNAP+
must be used for requests to review
encryption items exceeding 64 bit key
length for mass market status and to
replace the reference to § 748.2(c) for the
addresses for submitting license
applications with a reference to the
addresses preprinted on the form.
Supplement No. 6 to part 742 would be
amended by having its introductory
paragraph revised to replace language
that makes use of electronic filing
optional with language that makes use
of SNAP+ mandatory unless BIS has
approved the applicant for paper filing.
Provisions regarding use of couriers or
fax for paper documents related to
electronic applications would also be
removed because the new SNAP+
system will provide for “attachment” of
electronic images of such documents to
filings.

In part 748, §§748.1, 748.2, 748.3,
748.4, 748.5, 748.6, 748.7, 748.9, 748.10,
748.11, 748.12, 748.14, Supplement No.
1, and Supplement No. 2 would be
amended as follows.

Section 748.1, paragraph (a) would be
amended to reverse the order in which
paper and electronic submissions are
mentioned to emphasize electronic
submissions. It would also be amended
to add encryption review requests and
license exception notifications to the
listing of submission to which part 748
applies. The last sentence of this
paragraph would also be removed
because it is superfluous. Two new
paragraphs (d) and (e) would be added.
Paragraph (d) would make use of
SNAP+ mandatory for all license
applications (except Special
Comprehensive Licenses), Classification
Requests, Encryption Review requests,
and License Exception AGR
notifications unless BIS authorizes
paper filing. Paragraph (e) would
establish the grounds under which BIS
would grant authorization to use paper
filing, the procedures for requesting
authorization to use paper filing and the
method by which BIS would notify a
party of its decision. The proposed
grounds justifying paper filing are: three
or fewer filings in the preceding 12
months, lack of access to the Internet,
rejection or revocation of electronic

filing authorization by BIS, request by
BIS that a filing for a particular
transaction be submitted on paper, and
when BIS determines that urgent
circumstances or circumstances beyond
the filer’s control require paper filing in
a particular instance.

Section 748.2 paragraph (c) would be
amended by changing the first word
from “All” to “Paper” because it
provides the mailing address for paper
applications and to replace the listing of
the addresses to which paper
applications may be submitted with a
reference to the addresses listed on the
paper forms.

Section 748.3 would be amended to
revise paragraph (b) to make electronic
filing via SNAP+ mandatory unless BIS
grants an exception pursuant to
§748.1(e) and to replace references to
block numbers on the paper application
form with names or by describing the
information that must be provided when
seeking a Classification. This change is
needed because SNAP+ will not contain
block numbers. The proposal would
require that documents submitted in
connection with a Classification Request
be submitted in “PDF”’ format and be
text searchable, if they contain text. It
would also amend paragraph (b) to
replace the listing of addresses to which
Classification Requests must be sent to
a reference to the addresses on the
application form. Paragraph (c)(2)(iii)
would be amended to require the
requestor to provide an Export Control
Classification Number or a statement
that the item is EAR99 for all Advisory
Opinion requests. Classification
Requests will be clearly designated as
such and evaluated separately from
Advisory Opinions. BIS will not provide
both a Classification and an Advisory
Opinion in a response to a single
request. This change will allow BIS to
ensure that all Classification Requests
are properly recorded and will help
promote consistent results when
evaluating Classification Requests.

Section 748.4 would be amended by
revising the third sentence in paragraph
(b)(1) to replace the word ““should”” with
the word “must” in describing the
responsibility to disclose all parties to a
transaction and the functions to be
performed by each party. Block numbers
throughout the paragraph would be
replaced with names. Paragraph
(b)(2)(ii) would be amended to
implement the SNAP+ requirement that
an agent who files on behalf of others
and who is required to have a power of
attorney or other written authorization
to do so, register as a ““Third Party” in
SNAP+ and to replace block numbers
with names. Paragraph (g) also would be

amended to replace block numbers with
names.

Section 748.5 would be amended by
revising the introductory paragraph to
replace separate references to paper and
electronic applications with the single
term ‘“‘applications” and by revising
paragraph (b) to replace a block number
with a name.

Section 748.6 would be amended by
revising paragraph (a) to make clear that
license applications must be filed via
SNAP+ unless BIS has authorized paper
filing. Paragraph (e) would be amended
to provide that references to the
application control number must appear
on documents submitted in connection
with license applications submitted on
paper; and that documents submitted in
connection with applications filed via
SNAP+ must be in “PDF”’ format and
must be text searchable if they contain
text.

Section 748.7 would be almost
entirely rewritten. Provisions relating to
applying by mail to use electronic filing,
registration by BIS of each individual
who is to use electronic filing, and
assignment of company identification
numbers and personal identification
numbers would be removed.
Requirements relating to use of
company identification numbers and
personal identification numbers would
continue to apply to companies and
individuals already authorized to file
electronically until their accounts are
converted to SNAP+. BIS anticipates
that these requirements can be removed
once all electronic filers are converted
to SNAP+, a process that may take
several months starting on the date that
SNAP+ is implemented initially. The
prohibitions against copying, stealing or
using another person’s personal
identification number would remain in
effect without limitation as would the
requirement to keep a log of electronic
filings made prior to conversion to
SNAP+ (users of SNAP+ would not be
required to keep such a log). New
material would be added as follows.
Paragraph (a) would reiterate that all
electronic submissions must be made
through SNAP+. Paragraph (b)(1) would
establish the procedures for new
applicants to use SNAP+. It would set
forth the information that a SNAP+
applicant must provide and how to
provide it, how BIS would communicate
its response to the SNAP+ applicant and
would establish some specific
responsibilities for users of SNAP+.
This section would require applicants to
use SNAP+ to provide the name and
address of the SNAP+ applicant, and
whether the SNAP+ applicant is an
individual or an entity other than an
individual (referred to as “industry” in
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SNAP+). If the SNAP+ applicant is not
an individual and is located in the
United States, this section requires it to
provide its Employer Identification
Number. All SNAP+ applicants are also
required to provide name, telephone
number and e-mail address of the
SNAP+ applicant’s “Designated
Official” and initial Organization
Administrator. Paragraph (b)(2)
establishes a procedure for notifying
existing SNAP Users of the conversion
to SNAP+ and of the information that
the existing user must provide at the
time of conversion. The SNAP User
would have to provide that name and
contact information of its initial
Designated Official and Organization
Administrator. Paragraph (c) would
describe the roles and responsibilities of
parties related to SNAP+. Paragraph (d)
would describe requirements and
prohibitions of SNAP that would
continue in force after implementation
of SNAP+. Paragraph (e) would describe
responsibilities of parties who use
current electronic submission systems
that would continue until conversion to
SNAP+.

Section 748.9 would be amended by
revising paragraph (c) to make clear that
license applicants using electronic
submissions must designate on the
appropriate data entry screen the type of
supporting document they have
obtained.

Sections 748.10(f), 748.11(a)(2),
748.12(d)(1), 748.14(b) would be
amended to replace block numbers with
names. In addition, § 748.10(g) would be
amended to allow an electronic image of
the PRC End User Certificate to be
submitted in support of license
applications filed via SNAP+ provided
the applicant retains the original in its
files. The original certificate would
continue to be required for applications
submitted on paper. Section 748.12(d)
would be amended to make clear that
requests for exceptions to a support
document requirement may be
submitted as electronic attachments to a
license application filed via SNAP+.
Section 748.14(b) would be amended to
make clear that all of the recordkeeping
requirements of part 762 and not just
§762.2 apply to firearms import
certificates retained by a license
applicant and § 748.14(e) would be
amended to replace the term “BIS Form-
748P” with “application” because it
applies to both paper and electronic
applications.

Supplement No. 1 to Part 748 would
be amended to add references to
SNAP+, Export License applications,
Reexport Application requests,
Classification Requests, Encryption
Review requests, and License Exception

AGR notifications and to state that its
requirements apply to all of those types
of submissions, unless specifically
noted, regardless of whether submitted
via SNAP+ or on paper. The
descriptions of transactions that
constitute reexports would be revised to
make them more completely reflect the
definition of that term in part 772.
Clarifying language would be added to
describe when information about
ultimate consignees must be submitted.
Language that makes submission of an
item in SNAP+ the equivalent of a
signature would be added. This
supplement would also be amended to
place in a single paragraph, the
requirement to include the earlier
application control number when
reapplying for a transaction that has
been previously denied or returned
without action (RWA). The existing
supplement lists this requirement
separately for denials and RWA'’s.

Supplement No. 2 to Part 748 would
be amended throughout to replace
references to block numbers with block
or field names because SNAP+ does not
use block numbers. In addition,
paragraph (c)(2) would be amended to
delete references to Advisory Notes 3
and 4 in Category 4 of the Commerce
Control List because those Advisory
Notes no longer exist. Paragraph (c)(2)(i)
would be amended to allow submission
of facsimiles of required signed
statements by the end-user or importing
agency because electronic images of
such documents will have to be
submitted under SNAP+. A new
paragraph (c)(3) would be created
requiring that originals be retained in
accordance with the recordkeeping
requirements of the EAR. In paragraph
(f), a reference to § 734.2(b)(8) would be
corrected to read § 736.2(b)(8). In
paragraph (g)(2)(v), the words ““if
possible” would be removed from the
second sentence to more clearly reflect
long-standing policy, which requires
full disclosure of how the item proposed
for export will be used in the sensitive
nuclear end-uses to which this
paragraph applies.

In part 754, §§ 754.2(g)(1), 754.4(d)(1)
and (3), 754.5(b)(2) and supplement No.
2, footnote number 2 would all be
revised to replace language requiring
use of the paper form BXA-748P with
a requirement to use SNAP+ unless BIS
approves the use of the paper form and
to replace other references to the BXA—
748P with the term “application,”
which could apply to both electronic
and paper applications. § 754.4(d) also
would be amended to allow
applications for exports of unprocessed
western red cedar filed through SNAP+
to include the exporter’s statement in

the additional information field of the
SNAP+ application screen or as an
electronic attachment to the application
and to make the electronic certification
of the application act as a signature on
the statement rather than requiring a
separate signed statement as is done
with paper applications.

Section 772.1 would be amended by
adding a sentence to the end to the
definition of the term “Applicant” to
make clear that the definition does not
apply to the term “SNAP+ Applicant”
in § 748.7. This change is needed to
make sure that rules that apply uniquely
to applications to use SNAP+ are clearly
distinguished from the rules governing
applications in general.

Rulemaking Requirements

1. This proposed rule has been
determined to be not significant for
purposes of E.O. 12866.

2. This proposed rule contains revised
collection-of-information requirements
subject to review and approval by the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction
Act (PRA). The OMB control number for
this collection is 0694-0088. The
requirement for most exporters to
register with and use Simplified
Network Application Processing
(SNAP+) will be submitted to OMB for
approval. The public reporting burden
for this collection of information is
estimated to average 58 minutes per
application, depending on the nature of
the submission and any relevant
supplemental information required to
support the submission, as well as the
time for reviewing instructions,
searching existing data sources,
gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing
the collection of information. Send
comments regarding this collection of
information to Ms. Marna Dove;
Information Collection Budget Liaison,
room H6622, Bureau of Industry and
Security, U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, DC 20230 and to OMB at
the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs, Washington, DC 20503
(Attention: BIS Desk Officer).
Notwithstanding any other provision of
the law, no person is required to
respond to, nor shall any person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply
with a collection of information, subject
to the requirements of the PRA, unless
that collection of information displays a
currently valid OMB control number.

3. This rule does not contain policies
with Federalism implications as this
term is defined in Executive Order
13132.

4. The Chief Counsel for Regulation of
the Department of Commerce has
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certified to the Counsel for Advocacy of
the Small Business Administration that
this proposed rule would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities. An
entity’s potential burden under this rule
would vary based on four factors;
whether its submissions require
additional documents; its pre-existing
hardware and software; whether its
documents are already in text
searchable PDF format; and, if they are
not, whether documents in such format
can be created directly from other
computer files or whether they must be
scanned from paper documents.

Some entities might incur no
additional burden because of this rule.
These are the entities whose
submissions require no accompanying
documents, those who are already
creating the documents in text
searchable PDF format and those who
are already creating the documents
using software that is capable of
producing the same documents in PDF
text searchable format. BIS does not
have accurate data on the number of
entities that fall into this category, but
based on a recent sample from its
internal database, BIS projects that as
many as half of the submissions that it
receives do not require any
accompanying documents.

Some entities might incur only a
software acquisition burden because of
this rule. These are the entities whose
accompanying documents are already
created using software that cannot
produce PDF files directly, but that can
produce such files with additional
software that the entity can purchase.
BIS estimates that such an entity with
a small operation would incur an initial
expense of approximately $325 to
acquire that software necessary to
comply with this rule. This estimate is
based on the price of Adobe AcrobatQ
Standard Edition ($299) as posted on
the Adobe Corporation Web site on
August 13, 2003 plus any taxes or
shipping charges.

Some entities might incur software
and hardware acquisition costs and
labor costs associated with a
submission. These are the entities who
will need to scan in paper documents
and make them text searchable and who
do not presently have either hardware
or software capable of performing these
functions. In some instances, the entity
could utilize software that comes
bundled with a scanner to comply with
this requirement. In such instances, BIS
estimates that the entity would incur an
initial cost of approximately $300 (to
purchase the scanner) to comply with
this rule. In some cases, particularly if
the entity has to scan numerous

complex paper documents and make
them text searchable, the costs could be
higher. BIS estimates that the initial
costs for an entity facing such a
situation would be approximately
$1,100. This estimate is based on a price
of $300 for Adobe Acrobatl] Standard
Edition software, $400 for Adobe
Capturel software, $300 for a scanner
and $100 for taxes and shipping
charges.

Entities who have to scan paper
documents may also incur labor costs to
proofread and correct mistakes that may
occur when a computer converts images
to text. BIS estimates that, depending on
the complexity of the document,
proofreading could take from 5 minutes
to 20 minutes per page. In a recent
random sampling of submissions
recorded in BIS’s databases, the number
of supporting or explanatory pages
associated with an individual
submission varied from a low of zero to
a high of 33 pages. A typical submission
with attachments had about eight pages
attached. However, BIS has no way of
telling which attachments could be
generated electronically and which
would require scanning and
proofreading. Assuming an average of 8
pages per document and labor costs for
proofreading documents at $25 per
hour, this cost would range from $16.67
to $100 per submission. BIS believes
that this cost would not be incurred by
entities that are able to produce the PDF
documents from an electronic source
because of the accuracy of the process
for generating text in PDF files produced
from such sources.

Electronic filing would yield some
cost savings to offset part or all of these
costs. If a submission relates to
attachments from an earlier submission,
the submitter could refer to the previous
file instead of supplying new attached
documents. Currently, in many
instances, attachments are submitted to
BIS by overnight courier. Electronic
filing would eliminate these courier
costs. In addition, BIS internally uses an
electronic system to process all
submissions that are subject to this
proposed rule, whether it receives the
submission on paper or electronically.
However, the attachments are all on
paper, creating delays as paper
documents are moved to the technical
personnel in BIS and in other
government agencies. Electronic
attachments are likely to reduce
evaluation time, i.e., the total time from
submission to final decision, by several
days.

BIS does not collect data on the size
of entities that file these submissions.
However, based on the information that
it does possess, BIS believes that fewer

than 400 small entities are likely to be
affected by this rule. BIS arrived at this
conclusion by identifying all of the
entities that filed four or more
submissions during the period from
January 1, 2002 to May 13, 2003. A total
of 591 entities were identified. BIS
determined that 120 of these are not
small businesses because they are
corporations, or affiliates thereof, that
were listed in the Fortune 500 listing of
April 14, 2003, or the Fortune Global
500 listing of July 22, 2002, or because
the entity’s Web site indicated sales in
the most recent year in excess of $100
million. The lowest reported sales
figures for 2003 Fortune 500 and the
2002 Fortune Global 500 were $2.9
billion and $10 billion, respectively. Of
the remaining 471 entities, 44 submitted
export license applications totaling
more than $10 million and an additional
21 submitted license applications
between $5 million and $10 million
during the period. Although BIS does
not know their sales volumes or
employment levels, companies
anticipating such levels of export sales
are unlikely to be small businesses.

Because many industries may be
involved in exporting, BIS could not
directly relate its data to the “Small
Business Size Standards Matched to
North American Industry Classification
System” published by the Small
Business Administration (SBA).
However, BIS notes that the range of
annual sales among industries in that
publication that could be involved in
exporting is from $0.75 to $6 million.?
It is likely that many of the 406
remaining entities would not meet the
small business standard established by
the SBA. In addition, some of these
entities may either file submissions that
do not require attachments or already
create text searchable PDF files of the
documents that must be attached or
already create the documents using
software that can create PDF files
directly. For these entities, the rule
creates no new burden.

For two industries that are included
in BIS’s data, the SBA criteria is number
of employees. These two industries are
semiconductor manufacturing for which
the level is 500 employees and small
arms manufacturing, for which the level
is 1,000 employees. BIS identified
employee levels via the Web sites for
several semiconductor manufacturers
that appeared in its data. All of these
had more than 500 employees. In
addition, they all had more than $100

1 Several categories of construction contractors
had sales cutoff levels ranging up to $28.5 million.
However, such companies are unlikely to engage in
activities that require export licenses.
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million in annual sales. BIS was unable
to identify the employment level for the
firearms manufacturers in its data.

However, most BIS firearms export
applications are for shotguns that BIS
can evaluate based on the applicant’s
furnishing of the manufacturer’s name
and the shotgun model number. Such
applications typically require no
attachments.

Overall the number of small entities
affected by this proposed rule is likely
to be small. For those that are affected,
the savings from re-use of documents for
multiple submissions, reduced courier
fees and faster processing times are
likely to fully or partially compensate
for the cost of compliance with this rule.

Request for Comments

BIS is seeking public comments on
this proposed rule. The period for
submission of comments will close
January 12, 2004. BIS will consider all
comments received on or before that
date in developing a final rule.
Comments received after that date will
be considered if possible, but their
consideration cannot be assured. BIS
will not accept public comments
accompanied by a request that a part or
all of the material be treated
confidentially because of its business
proprietary nature or for any other
reason. BIS will return such comments
and materials to the persons submitting
the comments and will not consider
them in the development of the final
rule. All public comments on this
proposed rule must be in writing
(including fax or e-mail) and will be a
matter of public record, available for
public inspection and copying. The
Office of Administration, Bureau of
Industry and Security, U.S. Department
of Commerce, displays these public
comments on BIS’s Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) Web site at
http://www.bis.doc.gov/foia. This office
does not maintain a separate public
inspection facility. If you have technical
difficulties accessing this Web site,
please call BIS’s Office of
Administration at (202) 482—0637 for
assistance.

List of Subjects
15 CFR Parts 740 and 748

Administrative practice and
procedure, Exports, Foreign trade,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

15 CFR Parts 742 and 772

Exports, Foreign Trade.

15 CFR Part 754

Exports, Foreign trade, Forests and
forest products, Petroleum, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements.

Accordingly, Parts 740, 742, 748, 754,
and 772 of the Export Administration
Regulations (15 CFR Parts 730-799) are
proposed to be amended as follows:

PART 740—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 15 CFR
Part 740 is revised read as follows:

Authority: 50 U.S.C. app. 2401 et seq.; 50
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; Sec. 901-911, Pub. L.
106-387; E.O. 13026, 61 FR 58767, 3 CFR,
1996 Comp., p. 228; E.O. 13222, 66 FR 44025,
3 CFR, 2001 Comp., p. 783; Notice of August
7, 2003, 68 FR 47833, August 11, 2003.

2. Section 740.17 is amended by
revising paragraph (d)(1) to read as
follows:

§740.17 Encryption commodities and
software (ENC).
* * * * *

(d) Review requirement. (1) Review
request procedures. To request review of
your encryption products under License
Exception ENC, you must submit to BIS
and to the ENC Encryption Request
Coordinator the information described
in paragraphs (a) through (e) of
Supplement 6 to part 742 of the EAR
(Guidelines for Submitting Review
Requests for Encryption Items). Review
requests must be submitted to BIS via
SNAP+ or, if authorized by BIS, on the
Form BIS—748P (as described in § 748.3
of the EAR). Any documents related to
review requests submitted to BIS via
SNAP+ must be in “PDF” format and,
if they contain text, must be text
searchable. To ensure that your review
request is properly routed, insert the
phrase “License Exception ENC” in the
Special Purpose block or field of the
application form and select
“Classification Request” from the work
item menu in SNAP+ or place an “X”
in the box marked ‘““Classification
Request” in the Type of Application
block on the BIS-748P. Failure to
properly complete these items may
delay consideration of your review
request. Review requests that are not
submitted electronically to BIS should
be sent to one of the addresses
preprinted on the form BIS-748P. See
paragraph (e)(5)(ii) of this section for the
mailing address for the ENC Encryption
Request Coordinator. BIS will notify you
if there are any questions concerning
your request for review under License
Exception ENC (e.g., because of missing
or incomplete support documentation).
Once your review has been completed,
BIS will notify you in writing
concerning the eligibility of your

products for export or reexport, under
the provisions of this license exception.
BIS reserves the right to suspend your
eligibility to export and reexport under
License Exception ENC and to return
your review request without action, if
you have not met the review
requirements. You may not export or
reexport retail encryption commodities,
software, or components under this
license exception to government end-
users headquartered outside of Canada
and the countries listed in Supplement
3 to this part 740, unless you have

received prior authorization from BIS.
* * * * *

3. In §740.18, revise paragraph (c)(2)
to read as follows:

§740.18 Agricultural Commodities AGR.

* * * * *

(C) * Kk %

(2) Procedures. You must submit your
License Exception AGR notification via
SNAP+ or, if BIS authorizes you to use
paper filing pursuant to § 748.1(e) of the
EAR, on the BIS-748P form. In SNAP+,
AGR notifications must be designated
by selecting ““Agricultural License
Exception Notice” from the SNAP+
work item menu. Any documentation
submitted via SNAP+ in connection
with the License Exception AGR
notification must be submitted as a
“PDF” file and must be text searchable
if the documentation contains text.
Paper notifications must be designated
by selecting “‘Other” in the “Type of
Application” block. If any of the
required information is missing, BIS
will return without action notifications
submitted via SNAP+ and will not
initiate registrations of paper
submissions. If a paper notification is
not signed, BIS will not initiate
registration. Each notification must
include:

(i) The name, telephone number, and
facsimile number (if available), of a
contact person;

(ii) The name, address (including city,
state, postal code and country) of the
applicant, the purchaser, any
intermediate consignee, the ultimate
consignee, and the end-user;

(iii) The Employer Identification
Number of the applicant if applicable;

(iv) The specific end-use;

(v) Because only EAR99 items are
eligible for this License Exception, enter
EAR99 in the ECCN field;

(vi) Quantity, units, unit price, and
total price;

(vii) Date of filing if filing on paper,
SNAP+ notices are automatically dated;

(viii) A description of the items;

(ix) The total value in U.S. dollars;
and
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(x) If the item to be exported is
fertilizer, Western Red Cedar or live
horses, you must include the
Commodity Classification Automatic
Tracking System (CCATS) number to
confirm that BIS has classified the item
as EAR99.

* * * * *

PART 742—[AMENDED]

4. The authority citation for 15 CFR
Part 742 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 50 U.S.C. app. 2401 et seq.; 50
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; 18 U.S.C. 2510 et seq.;
22 U.S.C. 3201 et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 2139a; Sec.
901-911, Pub. L. 106-387; Sec. 221, Pub. L.
107-56; E.O. 12058, 43 FR 20947, 3 CFR,
1978 Comp., p. 179; E.O. 12851, 58 FR 33181,
3 CFR, 1993 COInp., p. 608; E.O. 12938, 59
FR 59099, 3 CFR, 1994 Comp., p. 950; E.O.
13026, 61 FR 58767, 3 CFR, 1996 Comp., p-
228; E.O. 13222, 66 FR 44025, 3 CFR, 2001
Comp., p. 783; Notice of November 9, 2001,
66 FR 56965, 3 CFR, 2001 Comp., p. 917;
Notice of August 7, 2003, 68 FR 47833,
August 11, 2003,

5.In §742.15, revise paragraph
(b)(2)(d) to read as follows:

§742.15 Encryption items.

* * * * *

(b) L

(2) * x %

(i) Procedures for requesting review.
To request review of your mass market
encryption products, you must submit
to BIS and the ENC Encryption Request
Coordinator the information described
in paragraphs (a) through (e) of
Supplement 6 to this part 742, and you
must include specific information
describing how your products qualify
for mass market treatment under the
criteria in the Cryptography Note (Note
3) of Category 5, Part 2 (“Information
Security”’), of the Commerce Control
List (Supplement No. 1 to Part 774 of
the EAR). Review requests must be
submitted via SNAP+, or if authorized
by BIS, on the Form BIS-748P, as
described in § 748.3 of the EAR. To
ensure that your review request is
properly routed, insert the phrase “mass
market encryption” in the Special
Purpose block or field of the application
form and select ““Classification Request”
from the SNAP+ work item menu or
place an “X” in the box marked
“Classification Request” on the form
BIS-748P. Failure to properly complete
these items may delay consideration of
your review request. Review requests
that are not submitted electronically to
BIS should be sent to one of the
addresses preprinted on the BIS-748P.
Submissions to the ENC Encryption
Request Coordinator should be directed
to the mailing address indicated in
§740.17(e)(5)(ii) of the EAR. BIS will

notify you if there are any questions
concerning your request for review (e.g.,
because of missing or incomplete
support documentation).

6. In supplement No. 6 to part 742
revise the introductory paragraph to
read as follows:

Supplement No. 6 to Part 742—
Guidelines for Submitting Review
Requests for Encryption Items

Review requests for encryption items and
all accompanying documents must be
submitted electronically via BIS’s Simplified
Network Application Process (SNAP+) or, if
authorized by BIS (see § 748.1(e) of the EAR),
on Form BIS-748P (Multipurpose
Application) with accompanying paper
documentation in accordance with the
procedures in § 748.3 of the EAR. Requests
must be supported by the documentation
described in this Supplement. To ensure that
your review request is properly routed, insert
the phrase ‘““mass market encryption” or
“License Exception ENC” (whichever is
applicable) in the “Special Purpose” block or
field of the application. Select “Commodity
Classification” from the SNAP+ work item
menu or, if filing a paper application, place
an “X” in the box marked ““Classification
Request” in the “Type of Application” block.
That block does not provide a separate item
to check for the submission of encryption
review requests. Failure to properly complete
these items may delay consideration of your
review request. Paper review requests must
be sent to one of the addresses pre-printed on
the form. In addition, you must send a copy
of your review request and all support
documents to: Attn: ENC Encryption Request
Coordinator, 9800 Savage Road, Suite 6131,
Fort Meade, MD 20755—-6000. For all review
requests of encryption items, you must
provide brochures or other documentation or
specifications related to the technology,
commodity or software, relevant product
descriptions, architecture specifications, and
as necessary for the review, source code. You
also must indicate whether there have been
any prior reviews of the product, if such
reviews are applicable to the current
submission. In addition, you must provide
the following information in a cover letter
accompanying your review request:

* * * * *

PART 748—[AMENDED]

7. The authority citation for 15 CFR
Part 748 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 50 U.S.C. app. 2401 et seq.; 50
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; E.O. 13026, 61 FR 58767,
3 CFR, 1996 Comp., p. 228; E.O. 13222, 66
FR 44025, 3 CFR, 2001 Comp., p. 783; Notice
of August 7, 2003, 68 FR 47833, August 11,
2003.

8. In § 748.1, revise paragraph (a) and
add paragraphs (d) and (e) to read as
follows:

§748.1 General provisions.

(a) Scope. In this part, references to
the Export Administration Regulations

or EAR are references to 15 CFR chapter
VII, subchapter C. The provisions of this
part involve requests for classifications
and advisory opinions, export license
applications, encryption review
requests, reexport license applications,
and license exception notices subject to
the EAR. All terms, conditions,
provisions, and instructions, including
the applicant and consignee
certifications, contained in such form(s)
are incorporated as part of the EAR. For
the purposes of this part, the term
“application” refers to both electronic
applications and the Form BIS-748P:
Multipurpose Application.

* * * * *

(d) Electronic Filing Required. All
export license applications, reexport
license applications, encryption review
requests, license exception AGR
notifications, and Classification
Requests and their accompanying
documents must be filed via BIS’s
Simplified Network Application
Processing (SNAP+) system unless:

(i) BIS approves the applicant for
paper filing under paragraph (e) of this
section; or

(ii) The application is for a Special
Comprehensive License.

(e) Paper Filing Authorization. BIS
may grant approval to use the paper
forms (Form BIS-748P, Multipurpose
Application (revised June 15, 1996 or
later), and Form BIS—748P—-A, Item
Appendix, and Form BIS-748P-B, End-
User Appendix) for export license
applications, reexport license
applications, encryption review
requests, license exception AGR
notifications, or Classification Requests
under the conditions described in this
paragraph.

(1) Reasons for authorizing paper
applications. The party submitting the
application must meet one or more of
the following criteria:

(i) BIS has received no more than
three applications, requests or notices
from that party in the twelve months
immediately preceding its receipt of the
current application notification, or
request;

Note to paragraph (e)(1)(i): The party’s
export license applications, reexport license
applications, encryption review requests,
license exception AGR notifications, and
Classification Requests will be added
together to determine if this limit is met;

(ii) The party does not have access to
the Internet;

(iii) BIS has rejected the party’s
request or revoked its eligibility to file
electronically;

(iv) BIS has requested that the party
submit a paper copy for a particular
transaction; or
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(v) BIS determines that urgent
circumstances or circumstances beyond
the filer’s control require allowing paper
filing in a particular instance.

(2) Procedure for requesting
authorization to file paper applications,
notifications, or requests. Include, in the
Additional Information block on the
BIS-748P Multipurpose Application
Form, the criterion(ia) listed in
paragraph (e)(1) of this section upon
which the request is based. If you are
relying upon paragraph (e)(1)(ii) or (v),
explain why you lack access to the
Internet or why you believe that urgent
circumstances or circumstances beyond
your control require allowing paper
filing in this instance. If you need
additional space, attach a plain sheet of
paper with the additional explanation to
the Form BIS-748P.

(3) BIS decision. If BIS authorizes or
requires you to file using paper, it will
process your application or request in
accordance with Part 750 of the EAR. If
BIS rejects your request to file using
paper, it will return your Form BIS—
748P and all attachments to you without
action and will state the reason for the
rejection.

9. In § 748.2, revise paragraph (c) to
read as follows:

§748.2 Obtaining forms; mailing
addresses.
* * * * *

(c) Paper applications should be
mailed or submitted using an overnight
courier to one of the addresses
preprinted on the application form. BIS
will not accept applications sent C.0.D.

10. In § 748.3, revise paragraph (b)
introductory text, add a sentence to the
end of paragraph (b)(1), and revise
paragraphs (b)(2) and (c)(2)(iii) to read
as follows:

§748.3 Classification requests, advisory
opinions, and encryption review requests.
* * * * *

(b) Classification requests. You must
submit your Classification Request
electronically via SNAP+ unless BIS
approves your request to use Form BIS—
748P pursuant to § 748.1(e) of the EAR.
See the instructions contained in
supplement No. 1 to Part 748 to
complete the fields or blocks identified
for this type of request. Classification
Requests submitted on Form BIS-748P
must be sent to BIS at one of the
addresses preprinted on the form.
Related documents submitted in
connection with these requests must be
submitted as “PDF” files if the request
is submitted via SNAP+. If the
document contains text, the file must be
text searchable.

(1) * * * Unless BIS has authorized
paper filing pursuant to § 748.1(e) of the

EAR, the documents must be in “PDF”
format and, if they contain text, be text
searchable.

(2) When submitting a Classification
Request, you must provide the name of
a contact person, telephone number,
facsimile number, if available, and
specify that you are seeking a
Classification Request in the designated
fields or blocks on the electronic form
or the BIS-748P. You must provide a
recommended classification in the
designated field or block and explain
the basis for your recommendation
based on the technical parameters
specified in the appropriate ECCN, if
any, in the “‘additional information”
field or block. Describe in the
“additional information” field or block,
any ambiguities or deficiencies that
could affect the accuracy of your

recommended classification.
(C] * % %
2 * * *

(iii) The Export Control Classification
Number or, if appropriate, EAR99 for
each item; and
* * * * *

11. In § 748.4, revise the third and
fourth sentence of paragraph (b)(1), and
revise paragraphs (b)(2)(ii) and (g) to
read as follows:

§748.4 Basic guidance related to applying
for alicense.
* * * * *

(b) Disclosure of parties on license
applications and the power of attorney.
(1) Disclosure of parties. * * * If there
is any doubt about which persons
should be named as parties to the
transaction, the applicant must disclose
the names of all such persons and the
functions to be performed by each in the
“additional information” field of the
electronic application or block of the
BIS-748P Multipurpose Application
form. Note that when the foreign
principal party in interest is the
ultimate consignee or end-user, the
name and address need not be repeated
in the “additional information” field or
block. See ““Parties to the transaction” in
§748.5 of this part.

(2] * % %

(i] * * %

(ii) Application. Agents who are
required to obtain a power of attorney
or other written authorization under this
section must select “Third Party”” when
registering to use the SNAP+ system.
When completing applications, whether
electronically or on the BIS-748P
Multipurpose Application Form, the
agent must select “other” in the
“documents on file with applicant”
field or block and insert ““748.4(b)(2)” in
the Additional Information field or
block to indicate that the power of

attorney or other written authorization
is on file with the agent. See § 758.3(d)
of the EAR for power of attorney
requirement, and see also part 762 of the

EAR for recordkeeping requirements.
* * * * *

(g) Resubmission. If a license
application is returned without action to
you by BIS or your application
represents a transaction previously
denied by BIS, and you want to
resubmit the license application, a new
license application must be completed
in accordance with the instructions
contained in Supplement No. 1 to part
748. Cite the Application Control
Number on your original application in
the “Resubmission Application Control
Number” field or block on the new

license application.
* * * * *

12.In § 748.5, revise the introductory
paragraph and paragraph (b) to read as
follows:

§748.5 Parties to the transaction.

The following parties may be entered
on the export license application or
reexport license application. The
definitions, which also appear in part
772 of the EAR, are set out here for your
convenience to assist you in filling out
your application correctly.

(a) * k%

(b) Other party authorized to receive
license. The person authorized by the
applicant to receive the license. If a
person and address are listed in “Other
Party Authorized to Receive License”
field or block of the SNAP+ data entry
screen or the BIS-748P Multipurpose
Application Form, the Bureau of
Industry and Security will send the
license to that person instead of the
applicant. Designation of another party
to receive the license does not alter the
responsibilities of the applicant,

licensee or exporter.
* * * * *

13.In § 748.6, revise paragraphs (a),
(e), and the last sentence of paragraph
(g) to read as follows:

8§748.6 General instructions for license
applications.

(a) Form and instructions. An
application for a license, whether to
export or reexport, must be submitted
electronically via the SNAP+ system or,
if BIS authorizes paper filing pursuant
to § 748.1(e) of the EAR, on Form BIS—
748P, Multipurpose Application
(revised June 15, 1996 or later), and
Form BIS-748P—A, Item Appendix, and
Form BIS-748P-B, End-User Appendix.
Facsimiles or copies of these forms are
not acceptable. Instructions for
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preparing the application are in
supplement No. 1 to this part 748.

* * * * *

(e) Assembly and additional
information. Any paper documents or
correspondence relating to your paper
license applications should bear the
Application Control Number, and be
stapled together. Any documents related
to an application filed in SNAP+ must
be “attached” to the application as a
“PDF” file. If the document contains
text, the PDF file must be text
searchable. Where necessary, BIS may
require you to submit additional
information beyond that stated in the
EAR confirming or amplifying
information contained in your license

application.
* * * * *

(g) Request for extended license
validity period. * * * To request an
extended validity period, include
justification for your request in the
“additional information” field or block
on the application.

14. Revise § 748.7 to read as follows:

§748.7 Electronic submission of license
applications and other documents.

(a) Scope. This section applies to
electronic submissions of export and
reexport license applications, license
exception notifications, encryption
review requests, and Classification
Requests. All such electronic
submissions must be made through the
Simplified Network Application
Processing (SNAP+) system.

(b) Registration Procedures. (1)
Procedures for parties not authorized to
use SNAP+ prior to [implementation
date of SNAP+]. Parties who were not
authorized to use SNAP+ on
[implementation date of SNAP+] must
begin the application process
electronically at [Web site URL to be
announced in the final rule] and must
supply the information listed in
paragraphs (b)(1)(i) through (b)(1)(viii)
of this section. To complete the
application process, the SNAP+
applicant must print the document that
is generated by the on-line registration
process on the SNAP+ applicant’s
letterhead, and the SNAP+ applicant’s
designated official must sign it and
submit it to BIS at the address printed
on the document. BIS will notify the
SNAP+ applicant via e-mail at the e-
mail address of the designated official as
entered on the on-line registration form
of its decision as to whether the
applicant may file applications via
SNAP+. The following information must
be supplied:

(i) Name of SNAP+ applicant;

(ii) Address of SNAP+ applicant;

(iii) The SNAP+ applicant’s
“organization type,” i.e., whether the
applicant is an individual or industry
(industry means any entity other than
an individual);

(iv) The SNAP+ applicant’s “industry
role”, i.e., whether it is an exporter or
an agent for a principal party in interest
who is required to have a power of
attorney or other written authorization
by § 748.4(b)(2)(i) of the EAR (such an
agent is designated as a “third party” in
SNAP+);

(v) The SNAP+ applicant’s employer
identification number, if the SNAP+
applicant’s organization type is
“industry”’ and the SNAP+ applicant is
located in the Untied States;

(vi) The name, telephone number,
facsimile number (optional), and e-mail
address of the SNAP+ applicant’s
“designated official;” and

(vii) The name, telephone number,
facsimile number (optional), e-mail
address, user name and initial password
of the SNAP+ applicant’s initial
organization administrator.

(2) Procedures for parties authorized
to use SNAP prior to [implementation
date of SNAP+]. Parties authorized to
use SNAP prior to [implementation date
of SNAP+] will be notified in writing by
BIS of the date on which BIS will
convert their accounts to SNAP+, the
requirements regarding organization
administrators and certifiers described
in paragraph (c) of this section, and of
the requirement that they log onto the
SNAP+ Web site [URL to be included in
the final rule] and provide the
information described in subparagraphs
(b)(1)(vi) and (b)(1)(vii) of this section.

(c) Parties to the SNAP+ system, their
roles and responsibilities. The roles and
responsibilities in this section are in
addition to any other roles or
responsibilities imposed elsewhere in
the EAR or other applicable law.

(1) SNAP+ applicant. The SNAP+
applicant is the entity or individual that
applies to use SNAP+ to submit
documents to BIS.

(2) SNAP+ user. The SNAP+ user is
the entity or individual that has been
authorized to submit documents to BIS
via SNAP+. SNAP+ users who are
registered as “Third Parties” to submit
on behalf of other entities and SNAP+
users who wish to submit on behalf of
their subsidiaries must register the name
and address information of those other
entities or subsidiaries on the
designated entry screens in SNAP+
prior to submitting any documents on
their behalf.

(3) Designated official. The designated
official is the individual who makes, on
behalf of the SNAP+ applicant, the
application to use the SNAP+ system.

(4) Organization administrator.
Organization administrator(s) are
individuals who can enable other
individuals to use the SNAP+ system,
terminate an individual’s access to the
SNAP+ system, and who can assign or
change the roles of those individuals, all
on the SNAP+ user’s behalf. The roles
which an organization administrator
may assign to an individual are
organization administrator (who has all
of the authorities in the SNAP+ system
that the initial organization
administrator has), certifier, stager and
viewer.

(5) Certifier. Certifiers are individuals
who can submit to BIS, on behalf of the
SNAP+ user, any type of application,
form, report, document or other
information that may be submitted via
the SNAP+ system at the time of the
submission, even if it was not available
at the time that he/she became a
certifier, and make representations to
BIS on the SNAP+ user’s behalf as to the
truth, accuracy and completeness of the
application, form, report, document or
other information submitted.

(i) BIS will treat submissions made in
the SNAP+ system by any of the SNAP+
user’s certifiers as representations by the
SNAP+ user to the United States
Government until the certifier’s role is
terminated in the SNAP+ system by one
of the SNAP+ user’s organization
administrators or by BIS.

(ii) Although BIS reserves the right to
remove any individual or SNAP+ user
from the SNAP+ system at its sole
discretion, it is the responsibility of the
SNAP+ user’s organization
administrator, and not BIS, to remove a
certifier from SNAP+ or remove the role
of certifier from an individual who
ceases to be authorized by the SNAP+
user to certify submissions to BIS on the
SNAP+ user’s behalf.

(6) Stager. A stager can enter
information and documents into the
SNAP+ system on behalf of the SNAP+
user for submission to BIS by a certifier.

(7) Viewer. A viewer can view
information and documents in the
SNAP+ system, but may not enter any
information or attach any documents to
a submission.

(8) Agents. An agent (regardless of
whether it is required to have a power
of attorney or other written
authorization or whether its authority
derives from a relationship described in
§748.4(b)(2)(i) of the EAR) who submits
via SNAP+ for another party must notify
BIS immediately if his authority to do
so is terminated. Such notification must
be in writing and sent to:

Office of Exporter Services, P.O. Box 273,
Washington, DC 20044, Attention: SNAP+.
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(d) Continuing requirements. The
requirements of this paragraph relate to
electronic filing authorizations issued
prior to [implementation date of
SNAP+] and continue in effect after that
date.

(i) No person may use, copy, steal or
otherwise compromise a PIN assigned to
another person; and no person may use,
copy, steal or otherwise compromise the
company identification number where
the company has not authorized such
person to have access to the number.

(ii) Companies authorized to file
electronically prior to [insert effective
date of SNAP+] must maintain a log of
submissions made under SNAP prior to
that party being converted to SNAP+.
The log may be maintained either
manually or electronically, specifying
the date and time of each electronic
submission, the ECCNs of items
included in each electronic submission,
and the name of the employee or agent
submitting the license application. This
log may not be altered. Written
corrections must be made in a manner
that does not erase or cover original
entries. If the log is maintained
electronically, corrections may only be
made as notations. This log must be
maintained in accordance with the
requirements of part 762 of the EAR.

(e) Continuation of requirements for
existing electronic filers prior to
conversion to SNAP+. Entities and
individuals authorized to file
electronically prior to [implementation
date of SNAP+] must continue to
comply with procedures described in
this paragraph until their accounts are
converted to SNAP+.

(i) Use of company identification
numbers. The company may reveal the
company identification number
assigned to it by BIS only to the
personal identification number (PIN)
holders, their supervisors, employees, or
agents of the company with a
commercial justification for knowing
the company identification number.

(ii) Use of personal identification
numbers. An individual who has been
assigned a personal identification
number (PIN) system may not:

(A) Disclose the PIN to anyone;

(B) Record the PIN either in writing or
electronically;

(C) Authorize another person to use
the PIN; or

(D) Use the PIN following termination
by BIS or the SNAP user company of his
or her authorization to do so.

(iii) Other continuing requirements.
(A) If a PIN is lost, stolen or otherwise
compromised, the company and the PIN
holder must report the loss, theft or
compromise of the PIN immediately by
telephoning BIS at (202) 482—-0436. You

must confirm this notification in writing
within two business days to BIS at the
address provided in paragraph (c)(8) of
this section.

(B) A company authorized to file
electronically must immediately notify
BIS whenever a PIN holder leaves the
employ of the company or otherwise
ceases to be authorized by the company
to submit applications electronically on
its behalf.

(C) A company authorized to file
electronically must notify BIS of any
change in its name or address.

15. In § 748.9, revise paragraph (c)
introductory text to read as follows:

§748.9 Support documents for license
applications.
* * * * *

(c) License applications requiring
support documents. License
applications requiring support by either
a Statement by the Ultimate Consignee
and Purchaser or an Import or End-User
Certificate must indicate the type of
support document obtained by placing
an “X” in the appropriate box either in
the designated field on the electronic
form or, if filing a paper application, in
the “Documents Submitted with
Application” or the “Documents on File
with Applicant” block. If the support
document is an Import or End-User
Certificate, you must also identify the
originating country and number of the
certificate in the designated block or
field on your application. License
applications submitted without so
designating the document type, country,
and document number will be returned
without action unless satisfactory
reasons for failing to obtain the
document are supplied in the additional
information block or field or in an
attachment.

* * * * *

16. In § 748.10, revise paragraphs (f)
and (g) to read as follows:

§748.10 Import and End-user Certificates.
* * * * *

(f) Multiple license applications
supported by one certificate. An Import
or End-User Certificate may cover more
than one purchase order and more than
one item. Where the certificate includes
items for which more than one license
application will be submitted, you must
include in the Additional Information
field or block on your application, or in
an attachment to each license
application submitted against the
certificate, the following certification:

I (We) certify that the quantities of items
shown on this license application, based on
the Certificate identified in the Import/End-
User Certificate Country and Number fields
or blocks of this license application, when

added to the quantities shown on all other
license applications submitted to BIS based
on the same Certificate, do not total more
than the total quantities shown on the above
cited Certificate.

(g) Submission of Import and End-
User Certificates. Applications for
which a PRC End-User Certificate is
required that are filed via SNAP+ must
have a complete, accurate image of the
original certificate attached
electronically with the SNAP+
submission and the applicant must
retain the original certificate for the time
period specified in § 762.6 of the EAR.
Applications for which a PRC End-User
Certificate is required that are filed on
paper must be accompanied by the
original certificate. All other certificates
must be retained on file in accordance
with the recordkeeping provisions of the
part 762 of the EAR and not submitted
with the license application.

17.In § 748.11 revise the first
sentence of paragraph (a)(2) to read as
follows:

§748.11 Statement by Ultimate Consignee
and Purchaser.

(a)* EE

(2) The applicant is the same person
as the ultimate consignee, provided the
required statements are contained in the
“Additional Information” field or block
on the license application. * * *

* * * * *

18. In § 748.12, revise paragraph (d)(1)
to read as follows:

§748.12 Special provisions for support
documents.
* * * * *

(d) Procedures for requesting an
exception. (1) Requests for an exception
must be submitted with the license
application to which the request relates.
Requests relating to more than one
license application should be submitted
with the first license application and
referred to in the “Additional
Information” field or block on any
subsequent license application. The
request for an exception must be on the
applicant’s letterhead and may be
attached electronically to an application
filed via SNAP+ or submitted as a paper
attachment to an application filed on
paper.
*

19. In § 748.14 revise the section
heading, the third, fourth and fifth
sentences of paragraph (b) introductory

text, and revise paragraph (e) to read as
follows:
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§748.14 Import Certificate for firearms
destined for Organization of American
States (OAS) member countries.

(b) Import Certificate Procedure.
* * * All the recordkeeping provisions
of part 762 of the EAR apply to this
requirement. The applicant must clearly
note the number and date of the Import
Certificate or equivalent official
document on all export license
applications supported by that
Certificate or equivalent official
document. The applicant must also
indicate in the “Documents on File with
Applicant” field or block of the
application that the Certificate or
equivalent official document has been
received and will be retained on file.

* * * * *

(e) Use of Import Certificate. An
Import Certificate or equivalent official
document may be used to support only
one license application. The application
must include the same items as those
listed on the Import Certificate or

equivalent official document.
* * * * *

20. Revise supplement No. 1 to part
748 to read as follows:

Supplement No. 1 to Part 748—SNAP+,
BIS-748p, BIS-748p-a: Item Appendix,
and BIS-748p-b: End-User Appendix;
Information Requirements

All information must be entered in the
designated fields in SNAP+ or, if you are
submitting a paper application, legibly typed
within the lines for each block or box, on the
BIS-748P, BIS-748P—A, or BIS-748P-B
forms except where a signature is required on
the paper forms. On the paper forms, enter
only one typed line of text per block or line.
Except as noted below, you must supply the
following information with export and
reexport license applications, classification
requests, License Exception AGR notices, and
encryption review requests.

Contact Person. This should be a person
who can answer questions concerning the
application, request or notice. In SNAP+, the
contact person must be a person who has
been authorized access to the SNAP+ system
on behalf of the applicant as a viewer, stager,
certifier or organization administrator. On
paper applications, enter the name of the
contact person.

Telephone. In SNAP+, this information
was entered when the contact person was
given access to the system and need not be
reentered with each application. For paper
submissions, enter the telephone number of
the contact person.

Facsimile. In SNAP+, this information was
entered when the contact person was given
access to the system and need not be
reentered with each application. For paper
submissions, enter the facsimile number, if
available, of the person who can answer
questions concerning the application.

Date of Application. In SNAP+, the
computer automatically records the date of

submission. For paper applications enter the
current date.

Type of Submission. If you are filing via
SNAP+, select the type of submission from
the work item menu as follows:

For items in the United States that you
wish to export or for technology or software
(source code) that you wish to reveal to
foreign nationals in the United States, select
“Export.” See § 734.2(b)(9) for the definition
of “export” that applies to encryption source
code and object code software subject to the
EAR.

For items located outside the United States
that you wish to move from one foreign
country to another foreign country, or for
technology or software (source code) that you
wish to reveal to foreign nationals in a
foreign country, select ‘““‘Reexport.”

If you are requesting BIS to classify your
item against the Commerce Control List
(CCL), select “Commodity Classification.”

For License Exception AGR notifications,
select “‘License Exception AGR.”

For Encryption Review requests select
“Commodity Classification” and then select
the check box labeled “Encryption Item.”

Note: You may not use SNAP+ to file
Special Comprehensive License applications.

If you are filing a paper form BIS-748P,
place an “X” in the appropriate box in the
“Type of Application” block as follows:

For items located within the United States
that you wish to export or for technology or
software (source code) that you wish to
reveal to foreign nationals in the United
States mark the box labeled “Export” with an
ax

For items located outside the United States
that you wish to move from one foreign
country to another foreign country, or for
technology or software (source code) that you
wish to reveal to foreign nationals in a
foreign country, mark the box labeled
“Reexport” with an “X.”

If you are requesting BIS to classify your
item against the Commerce Control List
(CCL), place an “X” in the box labeled
“Classification Request.”

If you are submitting a Special
Comprehensive License application in
accordance with the procedures described in
part 752 of the EAR, place an “X” in the box
labeled “Special Comprehensive License.”

If you are submitting a License Exception
AGR notification, place an “X” in the box
labeled “Other.”

If you are submitting an encryption review
request place an “X” in the box labeled
“Commodity Classification.”

Documents submitted with Application.
Review the documentation you are required
to submit with your application in
accordance with the provisions of part 748 of
the EAR, and mark all applicable boxes with
an “X”.

Mark the box labeled ‘‘Foreign
Availability” with an “X” if you are
submitting an assertion of foreign availability
with your license application. See part 768
of the EAR for instructions on foreign
availability submissions.

Mark the box labeled “Tech. Specs” with
an “X” if you are submitting descriptive
literature, brochures, technical specifications,
etc. with your application.

Documents on File with Applicant. Certify
that you have retained on file all applicable
documents as required by the provisions of
part 748 by placing an “X” in the appropriate
box(es).

Special Comprehensive License. You may
not use SNAP+ if you are applying for a
Special Comprehensive License. On the BIS—
748P, complete this block only if you are
submitting an application for a Special
Comprehensive License in accordance with
part 752 of the EAR.

Special Purpose. If Supplement No. 2 to
this part requires that you enter certain
information about your items or transaction
in this field or block, enter that information.
If you are submitting an encryption review
request for License Exception ENC (§ 740.17
of the EAR) enter “License Exception ENC.”
If you are submitting an encryption review
request under the mass market provisions
(§ 742.15(b)(2) of the EAR), enter ‘“mass
market encryption.” If you are submitting an
encryption review request for any other
reason, enter ‘“‘encryption—other.”

Resubmission Application Control
Number. If your original application or
License Exception AGR notice was denied or
returned without action (RWA), provide the
Application Control Number of the original
application. This requirement does not apply
to paper applications that were returned to
you without being registered. You do not
need to supply this information for
Classification Requests or Encryption Review
Requests.

Replacement License Number. If you have
received a license for identical items to the
same ultimate consignee, but would like to
make a modification that is not excepted in
§750.7(c) of the EAR to the license as
originally approved, enter the original license
number. Include a statement in the
additional information field or block
regarding what changes you wish to make to
the original license. You do not need to
supply this information for Classification
Requests or encryption review requests.

Items Previously Exported. This
information need be completed only for
reexport license applications. Enter the
license number, License Exception symbol
(for exports under General Licenses, enter the
appropriate General License symbol), or
other authorization under which the items
were originally exported, if known, in the
“Items Previously Exported” field or block
on the BIS-748P form.

Import/End-User Certificate. Enter the
name of the country and number of the
Import or End User Certificate obtained in
accordance with the provisions of this part.
You do not need to supply this information
for Classification Requests or Encryption
Review Requests.

Applicant. In SNAP+, the following
information about the applicant must be
entered at the time of registration. On BIS—
748P forms, it must be entered with each
submission. Enter the applicant’s name,
street address, city, state/country, postal
code, and, on applications for export
licenses, the applicant’s Employer
Identification Number unless the applicant is
an individual or is an agent who is required
to obtain written authorization under
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§ 748.4(b)(2) of the EAR to file on behalf of
the applicant. Regardless of the method of
filing, provide a complete street address. P.O.
boxes are not acceptable. Refer to § 748.5(a)
of this part for a definition of “applicant.”
The Employer Identification Number is
assigned by the Internal Revenue Service for
tax identification purposes. Accordingly, you
should consult your company’s financial
officer or accounting division to obtain this
number.

Other Party Authorized to Receive License.
If you would like BIS to transmit the
approved license to another party designated
by you, select “Other Party Authorized to
Receive License” from the parties menu in
SNAP+, or if filing on paper, fill in all
information in the corresponding block.
Complete all information, including name,
street address, city, country, postal code and
telephone number. Leave this space blank if
the license is to be sent to the applicant.
Designation of another party to receive the
license does not alter the responsibilities of
the applicant.

Purchaser. If the purchaser is not also the
ultimate consignee, enter the purchaser’s
complete name, street address, city, country,
postal code, and telephone or facsimile
number. Refer to § 748.5(c) of this part for a
definition of “purchaser.” You must provide
this information even if the purchaser is also
the ultimate consignee. You do not need to
supply this information for Classification
Requests or Encryption Review Requests.

Intermediate Consignee. Enter the
intermediate consignee’s complete name,
street address, city, country, postal code, and
telephone or facsimile number. Provide a
complete street address, P.O. boxes are not
acceptable. Refer to § 748.5(d) of this part for
a definition of “intermediate consignee”. If
your proposed transaction does not involve
use of an intermediate consignee, enter
“None”. If your proposed transaction
involves more than one intermediate
consignee, provide the same information in
the additional information field or block for
each additional intermediate consignee. You
must provide this information even if the
intermediate consignee is the purchaser. You
do not need to supply this information for
Classification Requests or Encryption Review
Requests.

Ultimate Consignee. This information must
be supplied if you are submitting an export
license application. Enter the ultimate
consignee’s complete name, street address,
city, country, postal code, and telephone or
facsimile number. Provide a complete street
address, P.O. boxes are not acceptable. The
ultimate consignee is the principal party in
interest who receives the exported or
reexported items. Refer to § 748.5(e) of this
part for a definition of “ultimate consignee.”
A bank, freight forwarder, forwarding agent,
or other intermediary may not be identified
as the ultimate consignee unless it will
receive the item for its own use. Government
purchasing organizations are the sole
exception to this requirement. A government
purchasing organization may be identified as
the ultimate consignee if the actual end
user(s) is (are) an entity(ies) of the same
government and the actual end-user and end-
use are clearly identified in the “specific end

use” field or block or in the additional
documentation attached to the application.

If your application is for the reexport of
items previously exported, enter the new
ultimate consignee’s complete name, street
address, city, country, postal code, and
telephone or facsimile number. Provide a
complete street address, P.O. boxes are not
acceptable. If your application involves a
temporary export or reexport, the applicant
should be shown as the ultimate consignee
in care of a person or entity who will have
control over the items abroad.

You do not need to supply this information
for Classification Requests or Encryption
Review Requests.

End-User. Enter this information only if the
ultimate consignee you have identified is not
the actual end-user. If there will be more than
one end-user, select “‘end-user” from the
parties menu in SNAP+, or if filing a paper
application, use Form BIS-748P-B to
identify each additional end-user. Enter each
end-user’s complete name, street address,
city, country, postal code, and telephone or
facsimile number. Provide a complete street
address; P.O. boxes are not acceptable. You
do not need to supply this information for
Classification Requests or Encryption Review
Requests.

Original Ultimate Consignee. If your
application involves the reexport of items
previously exported, enter the original
ultimate consignee’s complete name, street
address, city, country, postal code, and
telephone or facsimile number. Provide a
complete street address; P.O. boxes are not
acceptable. The original ultimate consignee is
the entity identified in the original
application for export as the ultimate
consignee or the party currently in
possession of the items. You do not need to
supply this information for Classification
Requests or Encryption Review Requests.

Specific End-Use. This information must
be completed if you are submitting a license
application. Provide a complete and detailed
description of the end-use intended by the
ultimate consignee and/or end-user(s). If you
are requesting approval of a reexport, provide
a complete and detailed description of the
end-use intended by the new ultimate
consignee or end-user(s) and indicate any
other countries for which resale or reexport
is requested. If additional space is necessary,
use the “additional information” block on
Form BIS-748P-A or B. Be specific. Such
general descriptions such as “research”,
“manufacturing”, or “scientific uses” are not
acceptable. You do not need to supply this
information for Classification Requests or
Encryption Review Requests.

ECCN or EAR99. Enter the Export Control
Classification Number (ECCN) that
corresponds to the item you wish to export
or reexport or, if appropriate, EAR99. If you
are submitting a Classification Request,
provide a recommended classification for the
item.

CTP. You must furnish this information
only if your application involves a digital
computer or equipment containing a digital
computer as described in Supplement No. 2
to this part. Instructions on calculating the
CTP are contained in a Technical Note at the
end of Category 4 in the CCL.

Model Number. Enter the correct model
number for the item.

CCATS Number. If you have received a
classification for this item from BIS, provide
the CCATS number shown on the
classification issued by BIS.

Quantity. Identify the quantity to be
exported or reexported, in terms of the
“Unit” described in the “Units” paragraph of
the ECCN entry. If the “Unit” for an item is
“$ value”, enter the quantity in units
commonly used in the trade. You do not
need to supply this information for
Classification Requests or Encryption Review
Requests.

Units. The “Unit” paragraph within each
ECCN will list a specific “Unit” for those
items controlled by the entry. If an item is
licensed in terms of “$ value”, the unit of
quantity commonly used in trade must also
be shown. On license applications for items
on the CCL, the unit must be supplied unless
the “Unit” for the applicable ECCN reads “N/
A” on the CCL. For License Exception AGR
notifications use the unit of quantity
commonly used in the trade. You do not
need to supply this information for
Classification Requests or Encryption Review
Requests.

Unit Price. Provide the fair market value of
the items you wish to export or reexport.
Round all prices to the nearest whole dollar
amount. Give the exact unit price only if the
value is less than $0.50. If normal trade
practices make it impractical to establish a
firm contract price, state in the “Additional
Information” field or block, the precise terms
upon which the price is to be ascertained and
from which the contract price may be
objectively determined. You do not need to
supply this information for Classification
Requests or Encryption Review Requests.

Total Price. Provide the total price of the
item(s) listed on the application or
notification. You do not need to supply this
information for Classification Requests or
Encryption Review Requests.

Manufacturer. Provide the name only of
the manufacturer, if known, for each of the
items you wish to export, reexport, or have
BIS classify, if different from the applicant.

Technical Description. Provide a
description of the item(s) you wish to export,
reexport, or have BIS classify. Provide details
when necessary to identify the specific
item(s); include all characteristics or
parameters shown in any applicable ECCN
using measurements identified in the ECCN
(e.g., basic ingredients, composition,
electrical parameters, size, gauge, grade,
horsepower, etc.). These characteristics must
be identified for the items in the proposed
transaction when they are different from the
characteristics described in promotional
brochure(s).

Total Application Dollar Value. Enter the
total value of all items contained on the
application in U.S. Dollars. The use of other
currencies is not acceptable.

Additional Information. Enter additional
data pertinent to the application as required
in the EAR. Include special certifications,
names of parties of interest not disclosed
elsewhere, explanation of documents
attached, or any other additional information
that you want BIS to consider in the
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submission. Before entering information in
this field or block, make sure that it is not
required to be entered in one of the specific
fields or blocks listed in this supplement.

If you are submitting a Classification
Request, use this field or block to explain
why you believe the recommended ECCN
that you entered in the ECCN field or block
is appropriate. This explanation must contain
an analysis of the item in terms of the
technical control parameters specified in the
appropriate ECCN, if any. Describe any
ambiguities or deficiencies that could affect
the accuracy of your recommended
classification.

If additional space is necessary, submit an
“attachment” to your SNAP+ submission or,
if filing on paper, use the ‘“Additional
Information” block on the Form BIS-748P—
AorB.

Signature. In SNAP+, electronically
submitting an application, request, or
notification operates as a signature. Paper
forms must be manually signed in the
designated block by the applicant or its duly
authorized agent. The name and title of the
person signing must be entered in the
designated blocks. Rubber-stamped or
electronic signatures are not acceptable. If the
person signing is acting on behalf of an agent
who is required under § 748.4(b)(2) of the
EAR to have written authorization from the
applicant, enter the agent’s name in the
“additional information”’ block.

21. In supplement No. 2 to part 748:

a. Revise the introductory text;

b. Revise paragraphs (a) introductory
text and (b);

c. Revise the second sentence of
paragraph (c);

d. Add paragraph (c)(3);

e. Revise paragraphs (c)(1) and (2)
introductory text and (2)(i);

f. Revise paragraphs (d)(1) through (6);

g. Revise paragraphs (e)(1) and (2);

h. Revise paragraph (f);

i. Revise paragraph (g)(2);

j- Revise paragraphs (i)(1) and (2);

k. Revise paragraphs (j)(1)(i) and (ii),
(2)(i) and (ii), and (3)(i) and (ii);

1. Revise the second sentence of
paragraph (1);

m. Revise paragraphs (m) introductory
text, (0)(1), and (p); and

n. Revise the first sentence of
paragraph (r).

The additions and revisions read as
follows:

Supplement No. 2 to Part 748—Unique
License Application Requirements

In addition to the instructions contained in
Supplement No. 1 to part 748, you must also
ensure that the additional requirements for
certain items or types of transactions
described in this supplement are addressed
in your license application. All other fields
or blocks not specifically identified in this
supplement must be completed in
accordance with the instructions contained
in Supplement No. 1 to part 748. The term
field relates to a data entry field on the
SNAP+ entry screens, unless otherwise

noted. The term “block” used in this
supplement relates to Forms BIS-748P, BIS—
748—A, and BIS-748-B.

(a) Chemicals, medicinals, and
pharmaceuticals. If you are submitting a
license application for the export or reexport
of chemicals, medicinals, and/or
pharmaceuticals, the following information
must be provided in the Technical
Description field or block.

* * * * *

(b) Communications intercepting devices.
If you are required to submit a license
application under § 742.13 of this part, you
must enter the words “Communications
Intercepting Device(s)” in the “Special
Purpose” field or block. The item you are
requesting to export or reexport must be
specified by name in the “Technical
Description” field or block.

(c) Digital computers, telecommunications,
and related equipment. * * * License
applications involving computers controlled
by Category 4 must identify a Composite
Theoretical Performance (CTP) in the “CTP”
field or block. * * *

(1) Requirements for license applications
involving “digital computers.” If you are
submitting a license application to export or
reexport ‘“digital computers” or equipment
containing ““digital computers” to
destinations in Country Group D:1 (See
Supplement No. 1 to part 740 of the EAR),
or to upgrade existing ‘“‘digital computer”
installations in those countries, you must
include in addition to the CTP in the “CTP”
field or block the following information:

(1] * * %

(11] * * %

(2) Additional requirements. License
applications to export or reexport computers
or related equipment must include:

(i) A signed statement or, when filing via
SNAP+, a facsimile thereof by a responsible
representative of the end-user or the
importing agency describing the end-use and
certifying that the “digital computers” or
related equipment:

(A] * Kk %

(B) * x %

(11] * * %

(111) * k%

(3) Recordkeeping. Applicants who submit
facsimile statements to meet the
requirements of paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this
Supplement 2, must maintain the signed
original for the period specified in § 762.6 of
the EAR.

(d) Gift parcels; consolidated in a single
shipment. * * *

(1) In the “Purchaser” field or block, enter
the word “None”;

(2) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block, enter the word ‘““Various” instead of
the name and address of a single ultimate
consignee;

(3) In “Specific End-Use” field or block,
enter the phrase “For personal use by
recipients”;

(4) In the “Quantity” field or block,
indicate a reasonable estimate of the number
of parcels to be shipped during the validity
of the license;

(5) In “Technical Description” field or
block, enter the phrase “Gift Parcels”; and

(6) In “Total Application Value” field or
block, indicate a reasonable value

approximation proportionate to the quantity
of gift parcels identified in the “Quantity”
field or block.

(e) Intransit through the United States.

(1) In the “Special Purpose” field or block,
enter the phrase “Intransit Shipment”’;

(2) In the “Additional Information” field or
block, enter the name and address of the
foreign consignor who shipped the items to
the United States and state the origin of the
shipment;

* * * * *

(f) Intransit outside of the United States. If
you are submitting a license application
based on General Prohibition No. 8 stated in
§736.2(b)(8) of the EAR and identification of
the intermediate consignee in the country of
unlading or transit is unknown at the time
the license application is submitted, the
country of unlading or transit must be shown
in the “Intermediate Consignee” field or
block.

(g) Nuclear Nonproliferation items and
end-uses.

* * * * *

(2) License application requirements.
Along with the required certification, you
must include the following information in
your license application:

(i) In the “Documents on File with
Applicant” field or block, place an “X” in the
box titled ‘“Nuclear Certification’’;

(ii) In the “Special Purpose” field or block,
enter the phrase “NUCLEAR CONTROLS”;

(iii) In “Specific End-Use” field or block,
provide, if known, the specific geographic
locations of any installations, establishments,
or sites at which the items will be used;

(iv) In the “Technical Description” field or
block, if applicable, include a description of
any specific features of design or specific
modifications that make the item capable of
nuclear explosive activities, or of safeguarded
or unsafeguarded nuclear activities as
described in § 744.2(a)(3) of the EAR; and

(v) In the “Additional Information” field or
block, if your license application is being
submitted because you know that your
transaction involves a nuclear end-use
described in § 744.2 of the EAR, you must
fully explain the basis for your knowledge
that the items are intended for the purpose(s)
described in § 744.2 of the EAR. Indicate the
specific end-use(s) the items will have in
designing, developing, fabricating, or testing
nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive
devices or in designing, constructing,
fabricating, or operating the facilities
described in § 744.2(a)(3) of the EAR.

* * * * *

(i) Parts, components, and materials
incorporated abroad into foreign-made
products. * * *

(1) License applications for the export of
parts and components. If you are submitting
a license application for the export of parts,
components, or materials to be incorporated
abroad into products that will then be sent
to designated third countries, you must enter
in the “Specific End-Use” field or block, a
description of end-use including a general
description of the commodities to be
manufactured, their typical end-use, and the
countries where those commodities will be



64022

Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Proposed Rules

marketed. The countries may be listed
specifically or may be identified by Country
Groups, geographic areas, etc.

(2) License applications for the reexport of
incorporated parts and components. If you
are submitting a license application for the
reexport of parts, components, or materials
incorporated abroad into products that will
be sent to designated third countries you
must include the following information in
your license application:

(i) In the “Special Purpose” field or block,
enter the phrase “Parts and Components”’;

(ii) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block, enter the name, street address, city and
country of the foreign party who will be
receiving the foreign-made product. If you
are requesting approval for multiple
countries or consignees enter ‘“Various” in
the “Ultimate Consignee” field or block and
list the specific countries, Country Groups, or
geographic areas in the “Additional
Information” field or block;

(iii) In the “Original Ultimate Consignee”
field or block, enter the name, street address,
city, and country of the foreign party who
will be exporting the foreign-made product
incorporating U.S. origin parts, components
or materials;

(iv) In the “Specific End-Use” field or
block, describe the activity of the end-user
identified in the “End-User” field or block or,
if the ultimate consignee is also the end user,
of the ultimate consignee identified in the
“Ultimate Consignee” field or block, and the
end-use of the foreign-made product. Indicate
the final configuration if the product is
intended to be incorporated in a larger
system. If the end-use is unknown, state
“unknown” and describe the general
activities of the end-user;

(v) In the “Quantity” field or block, specify
the quantity for each foreign-made product.
If this information is unknown, enter
“Unknown” in the Quantity field or block;

(vi) In the “Total Price” field or block,
enter the digit “0” for each foreign-made
product;

(vii) In the “Technical Description” field or
block, describe the foreign-made product that
will be exported, specifying type and model
or part number. Attach brochures or
specifications, if available. Show as part of
the description the unit value, in U.S.
dollars, of the foreign-made product (if more
than one foreign-made product is listed on
the license application, specify the unit value
for each type/model/part number). Also
include a description of the U.S. content
(including the applicable Export Control
Classification Number(s)) and its value in
U.S. dollars. If more than one foreign-made
product is identified on the license
application, describe the U.S. content and
specify the U.S. content value for each
foreign-made product. Also, provide
sufficient support information to explain the
basis for the stated values. To the extent
possible, explain how much of the value of
the foreign-made product represents foreign
origin parts, components, or materials, as
opposed to labor, overhead, etc. When the
U.S. content varies and cannot be specified
in advance, provide a range of percentage
and value that would indicate the minimum
and maximum U.S. content;

(viii) Include separately in the “Technical
Description” field or block a description of
any U.S. origin spare parts to be reexported
with the foreign-made product, if they exceed
the amount allowed by § 740.10 of the EAR.
Enter the quantity, if appropriate, in the
“Quantity” field or block. Enter the ECCN for
the spare parts in the “ECCN”’ field or block
and enter the value of the spare parts in the
“Total Price” field or block;

(ix) In the “Total Application Dollar
Value” field or block, enter the digit “0;”

(x) If the foreign-made product is the direct
product of U.S. origin technology that was
exported or reexported subject to written
assurance, a request for waiver of that
assurance, if necessary, may be made in the
“Additional Information” field or block. If
U.S. origin technology will accompany a
shipment to a country listed in Country
Group D:1 or E:2 (see Supplement No. 1 to
part 740 of the EAR) describe in Additional
Information field or block the type of
technology and how it will be used.

(j) Ship stores, plane stores, supplies, and
equipment.

(1) * * %

(i) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block, enter the name, street address, city,
and country of the shipyard where the vessel
is being constructed;

(ii) In “Technical Description” field or
block, state the length of the vessel for a
vessel under 12 m (40 ft) in length. For a
vessel 12 m (40 ft) in length or over, provide
the following information (if this information
is unknown, enter ‘“‘unknown” in this field
or block): * * *

(2) * * %

(i) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block, enter the name and address of the
plant where the aircraft is being constructed;

(ii) In the “Technical Description” field or
block, enter the following information (if this
information is unknown, enter “unknown”
in this field or block): * * *

(3) * ok *

(i) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block, enter the name of the owner, the name
of the vessel, if applicable, and port or point
where the items will be taken aboard;

(ii) In the “Ultimate Consignee” field or
block enter the following statement if, at the
time of filing the license application, it is
uncertain where the vessel or aircraft will
take on the items, but it is known that the
items will not be shipped to a country listed
in Country Group D:1 or E:2 (see Supplement
No. 1 to part 740 of the EAR):

* * * * *

(1) Reexports. * * * The license
application must specify the country to
which the reexport will be made in the
“Additional Information” field or block.

L

(m) Robots. If you are submitting a license
application for the export or reexport of items
controlled by ECCNs 2B007 or 2D001
(including robots, robot controllers, end-
effectors, or related software) the following
information must be provided in the
“Additional Information” field or block:

* * * * *

(0) Technology—(1) License application

instruction. If you are submitting a license
application for the export or reexport of

technology you must check the box labeled
“Letter of Explanation” in the “Documents
Submitted with the Application” block on
the BIS-748P or select “‘Letter of
Explanation” from the pull down menu in
the “Document Type” field when attaching
an electronic copy of a document to the
SNAP+ form, enter the word ‘“Technology”
in the “Special Purpose” field or block, leave
the “Quantity” and “Manufacturer” fields or
blocks blank, and include a general statement
that specifies the technology (e.g., blueprints,
manuals, etc.) in the “Technical Description”
field or block.

* * * * *

(p) Temporary exports or reexports. If you
are submitting a license application for the
temporary export or reexport of an item (not
eligible for the temporary exports and
reexports provisions of License Exception
TMP (see § 740.9(a) of the EAR) you must
include the following certification in the
Additional Information field or block:

The items described on this license
application are to be temporarily exported (or
reexported) for (state the purpose, e.g.,
demonstration, testing, exhibition, etc.), used
solely for the purpose authorized, and
returned to the United States (or originating
country) as soon as the temporary purpose
has ended, but in no case later than one year
of the date of export (or reexport), unless
other disposition has been authorized in
writing by the Bureau of Industry and
Security.

* * * * *

(r) Encryption review requests. Enter in the
Special Purpose field or block, “License
Exception ENC” if you are submitting an
encryption review request for license
exception ENC (§ 740.17 of the EAR) or
“mass market encryption” of you are
submitting an encryption review request
under the mass market encryption provisions
(§742.15(b)(2) of the EAR). * * *

PART 754—[AMENDED]

22. The authority citation for 15 CFR
part 754 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 50 U.S.C. app. 2401 et seq.; 50
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; 10 U.S.C. 7420; 10 U.S.C.
7430(e); 30 U.S.C. 185(s), 185(u); 42 U.S.C.
6212; 43 U.S.C. 1354; 46 U.S.C. app. 466¢;
E.O. 11912, 41 FR 15825, 3 CFR, 1976 Comp.,
p- 114; E.O. 13222, 66 FR 44025, 3 CFR, 2001
Comp., p. 783; Notice of August 7, 2003, 68
FR 47833, August 11, 2003.

23.In § 754.2, revise paragraph (g)(1)
to read as follows:

§754.2 Crude Oil.
* * * * *

(g) Exports of certain California crude
oil.

* * * * *

(1) Applicants must submit their
applications electronically via BIS’s
Simplified Network Application Process
(SNAP+) system unless BIS has
authorized the applicant to use the
paper Form BIS-748P (See § 748.1(e) of
the EAR). Paper applications must be
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sent to: Office of Exporter Services,
ATTN: Short Supply Program—
Petroleum, Bureau of Industry and
Security, U.S. Department of Commerce,
P.O. Box 273, Washington, DC 20044.

* * * * *

24.In § 754.4, revise paragraphs
(d)(1), (d)(2), and (d)(3) to read as

follows:

§754.4 Unprocessed Western Red Cedar.

* * * * *

(d) License Applications. (1)
Applicants requesting to export
unprocessed western red cedar must
submit a properly completed
application electronically via SNAP+
unless BIS has authorized the applicant
to use the paper form BIS-748P,
Multipurpose Application Form (see
§748.1(e) of the EAR). An application to
export unprocessed western red cedar
must include such other documents as
may be required by BIS, and the
following statement, either in the
‘““Additional Information” field or block
of the application or as a separate signed
statement from an authorized
representative of the exporter (if
submitted in the “Additional
Information” field of the application, a
separate signature is not required):

I, (Name) (Title) of (Exporter) HEREBY
CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge
and belief the (Quantity) (cubic meters or
board feed scribner) of unprocessed western
red cedar timber that (Exporter) proposes to
export was not harvested from State or
Federal lands under contracts entered into
after October 1, 1979.

(Signature)
(Date)

(2) “Various” may be entered in the
“Purchaser” and ‘“Ultimate Consignee”
fields or blocks on the applications
when there is more than one purchaser
or ultimate consignee.

(3) For each application submitted,
and for each export shipment made
under a license, the exporter must
assemble and retain for the period
described in part 762 of the EAR, and
produce or make available for
inspection, the following:

(1) * *x %

(11) * * %

* * * * *

25. In § 754.5, revise paragraph (b)(2)

to read as follows:

§754.5 Horses for Export by Sea
* * * * *

* *x %

b License policy. (1)

(2) Other license applications will be
approved if BIS, in consultation with
the Department of Agriculture,
determines that the horses are not
intended for slaughter. You must

provide a statement in the “Additional
Information” field or block of the
license application, certifying that no
horse under consignment is being
exported for the purpose of slaughter.

26. In supplement No. 2 to part 754,
revise footnote number 2 to read as
follows:

2 For export licensing purposes, report

commodities on export license applications
in units of quantity indicated.

PART 772—[AMENDED]

27. The authority citation for 15 CFR
part 772 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 50 U.S.C. app. 2401 et seq.; 50
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; E.O. 13222, 66 FR 44025,
3 CFR, 2001 Comp., p. 783; Notice of August
7,2003, 68 FR 47833, August 11, 2003.

28. Revise § 772.1 by adding a
sentence at the end of the definition of
“applicant” as follows:

§772.1 Definitions.
* * * * *

Applicant * * *

This definition does not apply to the
term “SNAP+ applicant”” used in § 748.7
of the EAR.

* * * * *

Dated: November 3, 2003.
Peter Lichtenbaum,

Assistant Secretary for Export
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-28133 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)|]
BILLING CODE 3510-33-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Indian Affairs

25 CFR Part 161

RIN 1076—-AE46

Navajo Partitioned Lands Grazing
Permits

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This rulemaking adds a new
part to the regulations of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs to govern the grazing of
livestock on the Navajo Partitioned
Land (NPL) of the Navajo-Hopi Former
Joint Use Area (FJUA) of the 1882
Executive Order reservation. The
purpose of these regulations is to
conserve the rangelands of the NPL in
order to maximize future use of the land
for grazing and other purposes.

DATES: Written comments must be
submitted no later than February 10,
2004.

ADDRESSES: All comments on the
proposed rule must be in writing and
addressed to: Bill Downes, Acting
Director, Office of Trust
Responsibilities, Attn.: Agriculture and
Range, MS-3061-MIB, Code 210, 1849
C Street, NW., Washington, DC 20240,
Telephone (202) 208-6464.

You may submit written comments on
the proposed information collection to
the Desk Officer for the Department of
the Interior, Office of Management and
Budget, either by telefaxing to (202)
395—6566, or by e-mail to
OIRA_DOCKET@omb.eop.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Harold Russell, (505) 863—8256, at the
Navajo Regional Office in Gallup, New
Mexico.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As a result
of the long-standing dispute between
the Hopi Tribe and the Navajo Nation
over beneficial ownership of the
reservation created by the Executive
Order of December 16, 1882, Congress
passed the Act of July 22, 1958, 72 Stat.
403, which permitted the Navajo Nation
and the Hopi Tribe to sue each other in
federal court to resolve the issue. The
Hopi Tribe initiated such a suit on
August 1, 1958, in United States District
Court for the District of Arizona in
Healing v. Jones, 174 F. Supp. 211 (D.
Ariz. 1959), (Healing I). The merits of
the case were heard by a three judge
panel of the United States District Court
for the District of Arizona in Healing v.
Jones, 210 F. Supp. 125 (D. Ariz. 1962)
aff’d 373 U.S. 758 (1963), (Healing II)
after the initial procedural challenges to
the suit were dismissed in Healing I.
The district court determined that while
the Hopi Tribe had a right to the
exclusive use and occupancy of a
portion of the 1882 reservation know as
District 6, it shared the remaining lands
of the 1882 reservation in common with
the Navajo Nation. Disputes between the
two tribes continued over the right to
use and occupy the 1882 reservation in
spite of the district court’s decision in
Healing II. In an attempt to resolve these
ongoing problems, Congress enacted the
Navajo-Hopi Settlement Act, 25 U.S.C.
640d—-640d—31, which provided for the
partition of the Joint Use Area of the
1882 reservation, excluding District 6,
between the two tribes. The Act was
amended by the Navajo-Hopi Indian
Relocation Amendments Acts of 1980,
94 Stat. 929, due to the dissatisfaction
expressed by both tribes with the
relocation process.

The Relocation Act Amendments
added subsection (c) to 25 U.S.C. 640d—
18. It required the Secretary of the
Interior to complete the livestock
reduction program contained in 25
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U.S.C. 640d-18(a) within 18 months of
its enactment. The new subsection also
required that all grazing control and
range restoration activities be
coordinated and executed with the
concurrence of the tribe to which the
land had been partitioned. In 1982, the
U.S. District Court for the District of
Arizona determined in Hopi Tribe v.
Watt, 530 F. Supp. 1217 (D. Ariz. 1982),
that the grazing regulations contained in
part 153 of 25 CFR were invalid with
respect to the 1882 reservation
partitioned to both the Navajo Nation
and the Hopi Tribe. The court reached
that conclusion because the regulations
did not provide for the concurrence of
the Navajo Nation or the Hopi Tribe as
required by the Relocation Act
Amendments. The district court’s ruling
was upheld by the Ninth Circuit Court
of Appeals in Hopi Tribe v. Wait, 719

F. 2d 314 (9th Cir. 1983).

As a result of the decision in Hopi
Tribe v. Watt, Id., the Bureau of Indian
Affairs sought the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation for the regulations, which
are herein published. The concurrence
of the Navajo Nation to these regulations
was provided verbally by the Navajo-
Hopi Land Commission and the Navajo
Nation Natural Resource Committee
which met jointly on June 26, 2003.
Non-substantive, editorial changes have
been made to the proposed regulations,
which were approved by the Navajo
Nation.

These regulations are issued to
implement the Secretary of the Interior’s
responsibilities for the Navajo
Partitioned Lands as mandated by the
Navajo-Hopi Settlement Act, as
amended by the Relocation Act
Amendments, and the previously cited
federal court decisions. In 1982, part
152 of 25 CFR was re-designated as part
167, Navajo Grazing Regulations, and
part 153 of 25 CFR was re-designated as
part 168, Hopi Partitioned Lands
Grazing Regulations. All grazing permits
issued for the joint Use Area under the
old 25 CFR part 152, some of which
dated from 1940, were canceled within
one year pursuant to the Order of
Compliance issued on October 14, 1972,
by the U.S. District Court of the District
of Arizona in Hamilton v. MacDonald,
Civ. 579-PCT. From 1973 through 1978,
the Bureau of Indian Affairs did not
issue grazing permits for the Joint Use
Area (JUA) during calculation of the
range’s carrying capacity and stocking
rates. However, in late 1977 the Joint
Use Area Administrative Office of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs at Flagstaff,
Arizona, completed its inventory and
began issuing annual grazing permits to
the residents of the JUA. These interim
permits were limited to one year by

order of the federal district court. Since
the 1982 ruling in Hopi v. Watt, 530
F.2d 1217 (1983), declaring that the pre-
1982 regulations were invalid, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs has been
subject to the provisions of the Navajo-
Hopi Settlement Act, as amended,
which require the development of new
grazing regulations for the Navajo
Partitioned Land with the concurrence
of the Navajo Nation. These regulations
are the product of that consultation.

Proposed rulemaking was published
in the Federal Register on November 1,
1995 (60 FR 55506), and invited
comments for 60 days ending January 2,
1996. To allow maximum input from
the Navajo and Hopi Tribes and the
public, an extension of the comment
period to September 9, 1996 was
published in the Federal Register on
June 10, 1996 (61 FR 29327). A total of
74 written comments were received
from individuals and attorneys
representing the Navajo Nation, as well
as individuals commenting on their own
behalf. The comments were reviewed by
the Navajo-Hopi Land Commission of
the Navajo Nation Council NPL
Subcommittee during the week of
November 17, 1996. The suggested
responses to the comments were sent to
the Navajo Nation Resources Committee
for further review and consideration on
September 10, 1998. Comments and
recommendations were adopted and
incorporated into a proposed rule which
was never finalized. We have reviewed
the comments and recommendations,
and incorporated them in the proposed
rule where appropriate.

This rulemaking also incorporates the
requirements of the American Indian
Agricultural Resource Management Act
(ATARMA)(107 Stat. 2011, 25 U.S.C.
§3703 et seq.), as amended. The
purposes of ATARMA include carrying
out the trust responsibility of the United
States and promoting self-determination
of Indian tribes by providing for the
management of Indian agricultural lands
and related renewable resources in a
manner consistent with identified tribal
goals and priorities for conservation,
multiple use, and sustained yield; by
authorizing the Secretary to take part in
the management of Indian agricultural
lands with the participation of the
beneficial owners of the land in a
manner consistent with the trust
responsibility of the Secretary and the
objectives of the beneficial owners; and
by providing for the development and
management of Indian agricultural land.
The AIARMA requires that the Secretary
conduct all land management activities
on Indian agricultural lands in
accordance with agricultural resource
management plans, integrated resources

management plans, and all tribal laws
and ordinances, except where such
compliance would be contrary to the
trust responsibility of the United States.
Final regulations governing grazing
permits for all Indian lands were
promulgated in 25 CFR part 166 on
January 22, 2001, and are found at 25
CFR part 166. While part 166 applies to
all Indian agricultural lands, part 161
applies only to the Navajo Partitioned
Lands. Both regulations implement the
requirements of AIARMA.

Section-by-Section Analysis of the
Proposed Rule

Subpart A, “Definitions, Authority,
Purpose and Scope,” contains key terms
used throughout the proposed
regulation. These terms are consistent
with those found in AIARMA. This
subpart also describes the Secretary’s
authorities under this part.

Subpart B, “Tribal Policies and Laws
Pertaining to Permits,” is consistent
with ATARMA and makes clear that
Navajo Nation laws generally apply to
land under the jurisdiction of the
Navajo Nation, except to the extent that
those Navajo Nation laws are
inconsistent with applicable federal
law. Further, unless prohibited by
federal law, BIA will recognize and
comply with tribal laws regulating
activities on the Navajo Partitioned
Lands, including tribal laws relating to
land use, environmental protection, and
historic or cultural preservation.

Subpart C, “General Provisions,” lists
the environmental compliance and
management documents that are
required by AIARMA. This subpart also
discusses how carrying capacity and
stocking rates are established.

Subpart D, “Grazing Permit
Requirements,” describes the general
requirements for obtaining a permit, the
provisions contained in a grazing
permit, the restrictions placed on
permits, and other permit requirements.

Subpart E, “Reissuance of Grazing
Permits,” sets forth eligibility and
priority criteria for reissuance of
cancelled grazing permits. This subpart
makes clear that the Navajo Nation may
prescribe eligibility requirement for
grazing allocations within 180 days
following the effective date of these
regulations. BIA will prescribe the
eligibility requirements after expiration
of the 180-day period in the event that
the Navajo Nation does not prescribe
eligibility requirements, or in the event
that satisfactory action is not taken by
the Navajo Nation. This subpart also
describes how new permits may be
granted after the initial reissuance of
permits, and sets forth the procedures
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for re-issuing permits and allocating
permits within each range unit.

Subpart F, “Modifying A Permit,”
describes how permits may be
transferred, assigned or modified.

Subpart G, “Permit Violations,” sets
forth the procedures for the
investigation, notification and
processing of permit violations. This
section also describes the process by
which mediation can be used in the
event of a permit violation.

Subpart H, “Trespass,”” describes the
process for trespass notification,
enforcement, actions and penalties,
damages and costs. This subpart is
substantially similar to the general
grazing regulations, 25 CFR, part 166,
subpart I, and is consistent with
AIARMA.

Subpart I, “Concurrence/Appeals/
Amendments,” sets forth the procedures
for the Navajo Nation to provide
concurrence to BIA under this part. This
subpart also states that decisions made
by BIA under this part may be appealed,
and that decisions made by the Navajo
Nation under this part may be appealed
to the appropriate hearing body of the
Navajo Nation.

Procedural Requirements

A. Regulatory Planning and Review
(Executive Order 12866)

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993), the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) must
determine whether the regulatory action
is “significant”” and therefore subject to
OMB review and the requirements of
the Executive Order. The Order defines
“significant regulatory action” as one
that is likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or
communities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
in the Executive Order.

This proposed rule describes how BIA
will administer grazing permits on trust
land. Thus, the impact of the rule is
confined to the Federal Government and
individual Indian and the Navajo
Nation, and does not impose a

compliance burden on the economy
generally. Accordingly, it has been
determined that this rule is not a
“significant regulatory action’” under
any of the preceding criteria.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
601 et seq.)

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., as amended,
whenever an agency is required to
publish a notice of rule making for any
proposed or final rule, it must prepare
and make available for public comment
a regulatory flexibility analysis that
describes the effects of the rule on small
entities (e.g., small businesses, small
organizations, and small government
jurisdictions). Indian tribes are not
considered to be small entities for
purposes of the Act and, consequently,
no regulatory flexibility analysis has
been done.

This proposed implementation
guidance does not have significant
adverse effects on competition,
employment, investment, productivity,
innovation, or the ability of U.S. based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises because it concerns
only the Navajo Nation. Accordingly,
this proposed regulation will not have
an economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities, and, therefore,
no regulatory flexibility analysis has
been prepared.

C. Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) of
1996

Under 5 U.S.C. 804(2), SBREFA, a
rule is major if OMB finds that it results
in (1) An annual effect on the economy
of $100 million or more; (2) A major
increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local government
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3)
Significant adverse effects on
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or the ability
of U.S.-based enterprises to compete
with foreign-based enterprises.

This proposed rule is not a major rule
as defined by Section 804 of the
SBREFA. This rule is uniquely confined
to the Federal Government, individual
Indians and the Navajo Nation, thus, it
will not result in the expenditure by
State, local and tribal governments, in
the aggregate, or by the private sector, of
$100 million or more in any one year.
This proposed rule provides regulatory
guidance for grazing permits on trust
lands owned by individual Indians and
the Navajo Nation.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The proposed implementation
guidance would not impose unfunded
mandates as defined by the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104—4, March 22, 1995, 109 Stat.
48). This proposed rule will not result
in the expenditure by State, local and
tribal governments, in the aggregate, or
by the private sector, of $100 million or
more in any one year (2 U.S.C. 1532).
The impact of this proposed rule is
confined to grazing permits on land
held in trust for the Navajo Nation.
Accordingly, this proposed rule will not
result in the expenditure of $100
million or more in any one year.

E. Takings Implication Assessment
(Executive Order 12630)

This proposed implementation
guidance does not have significant
“takings” implications. Policies that
have taking implications do not include
actions affecting properties that are held
in trust by the United States. The NPL
grazing regulations provide specific
regulatory guidance on trust lands.

F. Energy Effects (Executive Order
13211)

On May 18, 2001, the President issued
Executive Order 13211 which speaks to
regulations that significantly affect
energy supply, distribution, and use.
The Executive Order requires agencies
to prepare Statements of Energy Effects
when undertaking certain actions. This
proposed rule is restricted to 25 CFR
161, Navajo Partitioned Lands Grazing
Permits on lands held in trust for
individual Indians and tribes. Mineral
development on lands held in trust for
individual Indians and the Navajo
Nation are regulated under the Indian
Mineral Development Act. Regulations
for mineral development are provided
under a separate part in 25 CFR 211, 212
and 225. This proposed implementation
guidance is not expected to significantly
affect energy supplies, distribution, or
use. Therefore, no Statement of Energy
Effects has been prepared.

G. Federalism (Executive Order 12612)

This proposed implementation
guidance does not have significant
Federalism effects because it pertains
solely to Federal-tribal relations and
will not interfere with the roles, rights,
and responsibilities of States. While this
proposed rule will impact tribal
governments, there is no federalism
impact on the trust relationship or
balance of power between the United
States government and the various tribal
governments affected by this
rulemaking. Therefore, in accordance
with Executive Order 13132, it is
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determined that this rule will not have
sufficient federalism implications to
warrant the preparation of a federalism
assessment.

H. Civil Justice Reform (Executive Order
12988)

With respect to the review of existing
regulations and the promulgation of
new regulations, section 3(a) of
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice
Reform, 61 FR 4729, February 7, 1996,
imposes on executive agencies the
general duty to adhere to the following
requirements:

(1) Eliminate drafting errors and
ambiguity; (2) write regulations to
minimize litigation; and (3) provide a
clear legal standard for effective conduct
rather than a general standard and
promote simplification and burden
reduction. With regard to the review
required by section 3 (a), section (b) of
Executive Order 12988 specifically
requires that executives agencies make
every reasonable effort to insure that the
regulations: (1) Clearly specifies the
preemptive effect, if any; (2) clearly
specifies any effect on existing federal
law or regulation; (3) provides a clear
legal standard for affecting conduct
while promoting simplification and
burden reduction; (4) specifies the
retroactive affect if any; (5) adequately
defines key terms; and (6) addresses
other important issues affecting clarity
and general draftsmanship under any
guidelines issued by the Attorney
General. Section 3(c) of Executive Order
12988 requires executive agencies to
review regulations in light of the
applicable standards in section 3(a) and
section 3(b) to determine whether they

are met or it is unreasonable to meet on
or more of them. This proposed
implementation guidance does not
unduly burden the judicial system and
meets the applicable standards provided
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of the
Executive Order 12988.

I. National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)

This proposed rule is categorically
excluded from the preparation of an
environmental assessment or an
environmental impact statement under
the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq., because
its environmental effects are too broad,
speculative, or conjectural to lend
themselves to meaningful analysis and
the Federal actions under the proposed
rule (i.e., approval or disapproval of
grazing permits on Indian lands) will be
subject at the time of the action itself to
the National Environmental Policy Act
process, either collectively or case-by-
case. Further, no extraordinary
circumstances exist to require
preparation of an environmental
assessment or environmental impact
statement.

J. Consultation and Coordination With
Indian Tribal Governments (Executive
Order 13175)

Pursuant to Executive Order 13175 of
November 6, 2000, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, the Department has
determined that because the proposed
rule making will uniquely affect tribal
governments it will follow Department
and Administrative protocols in
consulting with tribal governments on

TABLE OF BURDEN FOR 25 CFR 161

the rulemaking. Consequently, tribal
governments will be notified through
this Federal Register document and
through BIA field offices, of the
ramifications of this rulemaking. This
will enable tribal officials and the
affected tribal constituency throughout
the Navajo Partitioned Lands to have
meaningful and timely input in the
development of the final rule. This will
reinforce good intergovernmental
relations with the Navajo Nation and
better inform, educate and advise the
Navajo Nation on compliance
requirements of the rulemaking. We
consulted with representatives of the
Navajo Nation during the formulation of
this proposed regulation.
Representatives from the Navajo-Hopi
Land Commission and Navajo Nation
Natural Resource Committee met in
consultation several times from
November 2002 to June of 2003 to draft
the proposed regulations. The
comments received from these
consultations were taken into
consideration in the formulation of the
following proposed NPL Grazing
regulations. We have committed to
consulting with the Navajo Nation in
the formulation of a final rule for the
Navajo Partitioned Lands Grazing
regulations.

K. Paperwork Reduction Act

This regulation requires an
information collection from 10 or more
parties, and therefore is subject to
review under the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-13).

The table showing the burden of the
information collection is included
below for your information.

Wb s Salary: | deral b $Salary:

Hourly bur- 5.00 x total | Federal bur- 18.52 x
CFR Section Number of ,;l#r%%?rrg-f den p):ar re- Tr?gﬁlrsng]uufl hourly bur- | den per re- T:éilu';fgﬁ:?l total hourly

respondents sponses sponse den den = total sponse den hours burden =
(hours) hourly bur- (hours) total Federal
den cost burden cost
161.102 700 700 | coveeeieeiieniees | v | e Y2 350 $6,482
161.206 .... 700 700 2 350 $1,750 Ya 175 3,241
161.301 .... 700 700 | coeeiiieeieiiees | e | e Ya 175 3,241
161.302 .... 700 700 Y3 233 1,165 Ya 175 3,241
161.304 700 700 | coveeiiieiiiiees | e | v Ya 175 3,241
161.402 700 700 Y3 233 1,165 1 700 12,964
161.500 .... 70 70 Y3 23 115 1 70 1,296
161.502 .... 70 TO | e | s | e Ya 175 324
161.604 .... 35 35 Y2 175 87 1 35 648
161.606 .... 35 35 Y2 17.5 87 1 35 648
161.703 .... 35 35 2 175 87 1 35 648
161.704 35 35 Y2 175 88 1 35 648
161.708 10 10 Y2 5 25 1 10 185
161.717 ... 10 10 1 10 50 2 20 370
161.800 700 700 Ya 175 875 Ya 212.5 3,936
161.801 ..o 85 85 Y2 42.5 213 1 85 1,575
161.802 ....oocveevirieeee 85 85 1 85 425 Y2 42.5 787
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Salary: Salary:
Hourly bur- $5.00 x total | Federal bur- $18.52 x
CFR Section Number of ';l#mg?rrg den per re- Tr?gﬁlrlangluufl hourly bur- | den per re- T:rt]?]lu';fgﬁfl total hourly
respondents sponses sponse dgn den = total sponse den hours burden =
p (hours) hourly bur- (hours) total Federal
den cost burden cost
Totals ....cccovvveeenne 700 5,370 | eviiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 1,226.5 6,132 | i 2,347.5 43,475

DOI invites comments on the
information collection requirements in
the proposed regulation. You may
submit comments by telefacsimile at
(202) 395-6566 or by e-mail at
OIRA_DOCKET@omb.eop.gov. Please
also send a copy of your comments to
BIA at the location specified under the
heading ADDRESSES. Note that requests
for comments on the rule and the
information collection are separate.

You can receive a copy of BIA’s
submission to OMB by contacting the
person listed in the FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section, or by
requesting the information from BIA
Information Gollection Clearance
Officer, 1951 Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Mail Stop 52 SIB, Washington, DC
20240.

Comments should address: (1)
Whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the Program, including
the practical utility of the information to
BIA; (2) the accuracy of BIA’s burden
estimates; (3) ways to enhance the
quality, utility, and clarity of the
information collected; and (4) ways to
minimize the burden of the collection of
information on the respondents,
including the use of automated
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology.

Please note that an agency may not
sponsor or request, and an individual
need not respond to, a collection of
information unless it has a valid OMB
Control Number. This is a new
collection. OMB will assign an OMB
Control Number when the collection is
approved. OMB must make a decision
concerning the collection of information
requirements in this proposed rule no
sooner than 30 days, and no later than
60 days, after it is published in the
Federal Register. Therefore, a comment
is best assured of having its maximum
effect if OMB receives it within 30 days
of publication. Comments on
information collection requirements do
not relate, however, to the deadline for
general public comments on the
proposed rule, indicated in the DATES
section.

We are collecting this information in
order to properly manage the grazing
permits on the Navajo Partitioned Lands

in keeping with good grazing practices.
We estimate that the hourly public
burden for providing the information
ranges from 15 minutes to 1 hour. We
estimate the cost to the public to be
$6,132.00 based on an hourly cost of
$5.00. The requested information is
submitted in order to obtain or retain a
benefit, i.e., a grazing permit. We do not
require the public to maintain records
except temporarily for those needed to
complete reports. There is no need for
confidentiality protections other than
those which would be covered by FOIA/
Privacy Act.

Organizations and individuals who
submit comments on the information
collection requirements should be aware
that BIA keeps such comments available
for public inspection during regular
business hours. If you wish to have your
name and address withheld from public
inspection, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of any
comments you make. BIA will honor
your request to the extent allowable by
law.

Clarity of This Regulation

Executive Order 12866 requires each
agency to write regulations that are easy
to understand. We invite your
comments on how to make this rule
easier to understand, including answers
to questions such as the following:

(1) Are the requirements in the rule
clearly stated?

(2) Does the rule contain technical
language or jargon that interferes with
its clarity?

(3) Does the format of the rule
(grouping and order of sections, use of
headings, paragraphing, etc.) aid or
reduce its clarity?

(4) Would the rule be easier to
understand if it were divided into more
(but shorter) sections? (A ‘“‘section”
appears in bold type and is preceded by
the symbol ““§” and a numbered
heading; for example, § 161.1 What
definitions do I need to know?)

(5) Is the description of the rule in the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of
the preamble helpful in understanding
the proposed rule?

(6) What else could we do to make the
rule easier to understand?

Send a copy of any comments that
concern how we could make this rule
easier to understand to: Office of
Regulatory Affairs, Department of the
Interior, Room 7229, 1849 C Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20240. You may also e-
mail the comments to this address:
Exsec@ios.doi.gov.

Public Comment Solicitation

If you wish to comment on this
proposed rule, you may mail or hand-
deliver your written comments to the
person listed in the ADDRESSES section
of this document. Comments may also
be telefaxed to the following number:
(202) 219-0006. We cannot accept
electronic submissions at this time. All
written comments received by the date
indicated in the DATES section of this
document will be carefully assessed and
fully considered before publication of a
final rule.

Our practice is to make comments,
including names and home addresses of
respondents, available for public review
during regular business hours.
Individual respondents may request that
we withhold their home address from
the rulemaking record. We will honor
the request to the extent allowable by
law. There also may be circumstances in
which we would withhold from the
rulemaking record a respondent’s
identity, as allowable by law. If you
wish us to withhold your name and/or
address, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comment. However, we will not
consider anonymous comments. We
will make all submissions from
organizations or businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, available
for public inspection in their entirety.

List of Subjects in 25 CFR Part 161

Grazing lands, Indians-lands,
Livestock.

Dated: November 6, 2003.
Aurene M. Martin,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary—Indian
Affairs.

For the reasons stated in the
preamble, the Bureau of Indian Affairs
proposes to add part 161 to chapter I of
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title 25 of the Code of Federal
Regulations as follows.

PART 161—NAVAJO PARTITIONED
LANDS GRAZING PERMITS

Subpart A—Definitions, Authority, Purpose
and Scope

Sec.

161.1 What definitions do I need to know?

161.2 What are the Secretary’s authorities
under this part?

161.3 What is the purpose of this part?

161.4 To what lands does this part apply

161.5 Can BIA waive the application of this
part?

161.6 Are there any other restrictions on
information given to BIA?

Subpart B—Tribal Policies and Laws
Pertaining to Permits

161.100 Do tribal laws apply to grazing
permits?

161.101 How will tribal laws be enforced
on the Navajo Partitioned Lands?

161.102 What notifications are required that
tribal laws apply to grazing permits on
the Navajo Partitioned Lands?

Subpart C—General Provisions

161.200 Is an Indian agricultural resource
management plan required?

161.201 Is environmental compliance
required?

161.202 How are range units established?

161.203 Are range management plans
required?

161.204 How are carrying capacities and
stocking rates established?

161.205 How are range improvements
treated?

161.206 What must a permittee do to
protect livestock from exposure to
disease?

161.207 What livestock are authorized to
graze?

Subpart D—Permit Requirements

161.300 When is a permit needed to
authorize grazing use?

161.301 What will a grazing permit
contain?

161.302 What restrictions are placed on
grazing permits?

161.303 How long is a permit valid?

161.304 Must a permit be recorded?

161.305 When is a decision by BIA
regarding a permit effective?

161.306 When are permits effective?
161.307 When may a permittee commence
grazing on Navajo Partitioned Land?

161.308 Must permittee comply with
standards of conduct if granted a permit?

Subpart E—Reissuance of Grazing Permits

161.400 What are the criteria for reissuing
grazing permits?

161.401 Will new permits be granted after
the initial reissuance of permits?

161.402 What are the procedures for
reissuing permits?

161.403 How are grazing permits allocated
within each range unit?

Subpart F—Modifying a Permit

161.500 May permits be transferred,
assigned or modified?

161.501 When will a permit modification
be effective?

161.502 Will a special land use require
permit modification?

Subpart G—Permit Violations

161.600 What permit violations are
addressed by this subpart?

161.601 How will BIA monitor permit
compliance?

161.602 Will my permit be canceled for
non-use?

161.603 Can a permit provide for mediation
in the event of a permit violation or
dispute?

161.604 What happens if a permit violation
occurs?

161.605 What will a written notice of a
permit violation contain?

161.606 What will BIA do if the permitee
doesn’t cure a violation on time?

161.607 What appeal bond provisions apply
to permit cancellation decisions?

161.608 When will a permit cancellation be
effective?

161.609 Can BIA take emergency action if
the rangeland is threatened?

161.610 What will BIA do if livestock is not
removed when a permit expires or is
cancelled?

Subpart H—Trespass

161.700 What is trespass?
161.701 What is BIA’s trespass policy?
161.702 Who will enforce this subpart?

Notification

161.703 How are trespassers notified of a
trespass determination?

161.704 What can a permittee do if they
receive a trespass notice?

161.705 How long will a written trespass
notice remain in effect?

Actions

161.706 What actions does BIA take against
trespassers?

161.707 When will BIA impound
unauthorized livestock or other
property?

161.708 How are trespassers notified of
impoundments?

161.709 What happens after unauthorized
livestock or other property are
impounded?

161.710 How can impounded livestock or
other property be redeemed?

161.711 How will BIA sell impounded
livestock or other property?

Penalties, Damages, and Costs

161.712 What are the penalties, damages,
and costs payable by trespassers?

161.713 How will BIA determine the
amount of damages to Navajo Partitioned
Lands?

161.714 How will BIA determine the costs
associated with enforcement of the
trespass?

161.715 What will BIA do if a trespasser
fails to pay penalties, damages and costs?

161.716 How are the proceeds from trespass
distributed?

161.717 What happens if BIA does not
collect enough money to satisfy the
penalty?

Subpart I—Concurrence/Appeals/

Amendments

161.800 How does the Navajo Nation to
provide concurrence to BIA?

161.801 May decisions under this part be
appealed?

161.802 How will the Navajo Nation
recommend amendments to this part?

Authority: 25 U.S.C. 2; 5 U.S.C. 301; 25
U.S.C. 640d et seq.

Subpart A—Definitions, Authority,
Purpose, and Scope

§161.1 What definitions do | need to
know?

Agricultural Act means the American
Indians Agricultural Resource
Management Act (AIARMA) of
December 3, 1993 (107 Stat. 2011, 25
U.S.C. § 3701 et seq.), and amended on
November 2, 1994 (108 Stat. 4572).

Agricultural resource management
plan means a 10-year plan developed
through the public review process
specifying the tribal management goals
and objectives developed for tribal
agricultural and grazing resources. Plans
developed and approved under
ATIARMA will govern the management
and administration of Indian
agricultural resources and Indian
agricultural lands by BIA and Indian
tribal governments.

Allocation means the number of
animal units authorized in each grazing
permit.

Animal Unit (AU) means one adult
cow and her 6-month-old calf or the
equivalent thereof based on comparable
forage consumption. Thus as defined in
the following:

(1) One adult sheep or goat is
equivalent to one-fifth (0.20) of an AU;

(2) One adult horse, mule, or burro is
equivalent to one and one quarter (1.25)
AU; or

(3) One adult llama is equivalent to
three-fifths (0.60) of an AU.

Appeal means a written request for
review of an action or the inaction of an
official of the Bureau of Indian Affairs
that is claimed to adversely affect the
interested party making the request.

Appeal Bond means a bond posted
upon filing of an appeal that provides a
security or guaranty if an appeal creates
a delay in implementing our decision
that could cause a significant and
measurable financial loss to another
party.

BIA means the Bureau of Indian
Affairs within the Department of the
Interior.

Bond means security for the
performance of certain permit
obligations, as furnished by the
permittee, or a guaranty of such
performance as furnished by a third-
party surety.
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Business day means Monday through
Friday, excluding federally or tribally
recognized holidays.

Carrying capacity means the number
of livestock and/or wildlife, which may
be sustained on a management unit
compatible with management objectives
for the unit.

Concurrence means the written
agreement of the Navajo Nation with a
policy, action, decision or finding
submitted for consideration by BIA.

Conservation practice refers to any
management measure taken to maintain
or improve the condition, productivity,
sustainability, or usability of targeted
resources.

Customary Use Area refers to an area
to which an individual traditionally
confined his or her traditional grazing
use and occupancy and/or an area
traditionally inhabited by his or her
ancestors.

Day means a calendar day, unless
otherwise specified.

Enumeration means the list of persons
living on and identified improvements
located within the Former Joint Use
Area obtained through interviews
conducted by BIA in 1974 and 1975.

Former Joint Use Area means the area
that was divided between the Navajo
Nation and the Hopi Tribe by the
Judgment of Partition issued April 18,
1979, by the United States District Court
for the District of Arizona. This area was
established by the United States District
Court for the District of Arizona in
Healing v. Jones, 210 F. Supp. 125
(1962), aff’d. 373 U.S. 758 (1963) and is
located:

(1) Inside the Executive Order area
(Executive Order of December 16, 1882);
and

(2) Outside Land Management District
6.

Grazing Committee means the District
Grazing Committee established by the
Navajo Nation Council, who is
responsible for enforcing and
implementing tribal grazing regulations
on the Navajo Partitioned Lands.

Grazing Permit means a revocable
privilege granted in writing and limited
to entering on and utilizing forage by
domestic livestock on a specified range
unit. The term as used herein shall
include authorizations issued to enable
the crossing or trailing of domestic
livestock within assign range unit.

Historical Land Use: see Customary
Use Area.

Improvement means any structure or
excavation to facilitate management of
the range for livestock.

Livestock means horses, cattle, sheep,
goats, mules, burros, donkeys, and
llamas.

Management Unit is a subdivision of
a geographic area where unique
resource conditions, goals, concerns, or
opportunities require specific and
separate management planning.

Navajo Nation means all offices/
entities/programs under the direct
jurisdiction of the Navajo Nation
Government.

Navajo Partitioned Lands (NPL)
means that portion of the Former Joint
Use Area awarded to the Navajo Nation
under the Judgment of Partition issued
April 18, 1979, by the United States
District Court for the District of Arizona,
and now a separate administrative
entity within the Navajo Indian
Reservation.

Non-Concurrence means the official
written denial of approval by the Navajo
Nation of a policy, action, decision, or
finding submitted for consideration by
BIA.

Range management plan is a
statement of management objectives for
grazing, farming, or other agriculture
management including contract
stipulations defining required uses,
operations, and improvements.

Range Unit means a tract of land
designated as a separate management
subdivision for the administration of
grazing.

Resident means a person who lives on
the Navajo Partitioned Lands.

Resources Committee means the
oversight committee for the Division of
Natural Resources within the Navajo
Nation Government. The Resources
Committee of the Navajo Nation Council
to whom authority is delegated to
exercise the powers of the Navajo
Nation with regards to the range
development and grazing management
of the Navajo Partitioned Lands.

Secretary means the Secretary of the
Interior or his or her designated
representative.

Settlement Act means the Navajo
Hopi Settlement Act of December 22,
1974 (88 Stat. 1712, 25 U.S.C. § 64d et
seq., as amended).

Sheep Unit means an adult ewe with
un-weaned lamb. It is also the basic unit
in which forage allocations are
expressed.

Sheep Unit Year Long refers to the
amount of forage needed to sustain one
sheep unit for one year.

Special land use means all land usage
for purposes other than for grazing
withdrawn in accordance with Navajo
Nation laws, Federal laws, and BIA
policies and procedures, such as but not
limited to: Housing permits, farm leases,
governmental facilities, rights-of-way,
schools, parks, business leases, etc.

Special management area means an
area for which a single management

plan is developed and applied in
response to special management
objectives such as watershed
management, fire hazard areas, or other
similar concerns.

Stocking rate means the maximum
number of sheep units, or animal units
authorized to graze on a particular
pasture, management unit, or range unit
during a specified period of time.

Trespass means any unauthorized
occupancy, grazing, use of, or action on
the Navajo Partitioned Lands.

§161.2 What are the Secretary’s
authorities under this part?

(a) Under Section 640d—9(e) of the
Settlement Act, lands partitioned under
the Settlement Act are subject to the
jurisdiction of the tribe to whom
partitioned. The laws of the tribe apply
to the partitioned lands as in paragraphs
(a)(1) and (a)(2) of this section.

(1) Effective October 6, 1980:

(i) All conservation practices on the
Navajo Partitioned Lands, including
control and range restoration activities,
must be coordinated and executed with
the concurrence of the Navajo Nation;
and

(ii) All grazing and range restoration
matters on the Navajo Reservation lands
must be administered by BIA, under
applicable laws and regulations.

(2) Effective April 18, 1981, the
Navajo Nation has jurisdiction and
authority over any lands partitioned to
it and over all persons on these lands.
This jurisdiction and authority apply:

(i) To the same extent as is applicable
to those other portions of the Navajo
reservation; and

(ii) Notwithstanding any provision of
law to the contrary, except where there
is a conflict with the laws and
regulations referred to in paragraph (a)
of this section.

(b) Under the Agricultural Act, the
Secretary is authorized to:

(1) Carry out the trust responsibility of
the United States and promote Indian
tribal self-determination by providing
for management of Indian agricultural
lands and renewable resources
consistent with tribal goals and
priorities for conservation, multiple use,
and sustained yield;

(2) Take part in managing Indian
agricultural lands, with the
participation of the land’s beneficial
owners, in a manner consistent with the
Secretary’s trust responsibility and with
the objectives of the beneficial owners;

(3) Provide for the development and
management of Indian agricultural
lands; and

(4) Improving the expertise and
technical abilities of Indian tribes and
their members by increasing the
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educational and training opportunities
available to Indian people and
communities in the practical, technical,
and professional aspects of agricultural
and land management.

§161.3 What is the purpose of this part?

The purpose of this part is to describe
the goals and objectives of grazing
management on the Navajo Partitioned
Lands:

(a) Provide resources to rehabilitate
range resources in the preservation of
forage, soil, and water on the Navajo
Partitioned Lands;

(b) Monitor the recovery of those
resources where they have deteriorated;

(c) Protect, conserve, utilize, and
maintain the highest productive
potential on the Navajo Partitioned
Lands through the application of sound
conservation practices and techniques.
These practices and techniques will be
applied to planning, development,
inventorying, classification, and
management of agricultural resources;

(d) Increase production and expand
the diversity and availability of
agricultural products for subsistence,
income, and employment of Indians,
through the development of agricultural
resources on the Navajo Partitioned
Lands;

(e) Manage agricultural resources
consistent with integrated resource
management plans in order to protect
and maintain other values such as
wildlife, fisheries, cultural resources,
recreation and to regulate water runoff
and minimize soil erosion;

(f) Enable the Navajo Nation to
maximize the potential benefits
available to its members from their
lands by providing technical assistance,
training, and education in conservation
practices, management and economics
of agribusiness, sources and use of
credit and marketing of agricultural
products, and other applicable subject
areas;

(g) Develop the Navajo Partitioned
Lands to promote self-sustaining
communities; and

(h) Assist the Navajo Nation with
permitting the Navajo Partitioned
Lands, consistent with prudent
management and conservation practices,
and community goals as expressed in
the tribal management plans and
appropriate tribal ordinances.

§161.4 To what lands does this part
apply?

The grazing regulations in this part
apply to the Navajo Partitioned Lands
within the boundaries of the Navajo
Indian Reservation held in trust by the
United States for the Navajo Nation.
Contiguous areas outside of the Navajo

Partitioned Lands may be included
under this part, for management
purposes by BIA in consultation with
the affected permittees and other
affected land users, and with the
concurrence of the Resources
Committee.

§161.5 Can BIA waive the application of
this part?

Yes, if a provision of this part
conflicts with the objectives of the
agricultural resource management plan
provided for in § 161.200, or with a
tribal law, BIA may waive the
application of this part unless the
waiver would either:

(a) Constitute a violation of a federal
statute or judicial decision; or

(b) Conflict with BIA’s general trust
responsibility under federal law.

§161.6 Are there any other restrictions on
information given to BIA?

Information that the BIA collects in
connection with permits for NPL in
sections 161.102, 161.206, 161.301,
161.302, 161.304, 161.402, 161.500,
161.502, 161.604, 161.606, 161.703,
161.704, 161.708, 161.717, 161.800,
161.801, and 161.802 have been
reviewed and approved by the Office of
Management and Budget. The OMB

Control Number assigned is 1076—-01XX.

Please note that a federal agency may
not conduct or sponsor, and you are not
required to respond to a collection of
information unless it displays a
currently valid OMB control number.

Subpart B—Tribal Policies and Laws
Pertaining to Permits

§161.100 Do tribal laws apply to grazing
permits?

Navajo Nation laws generally apply to
land under the jurisdiction of the
Navajo Nation, except to the extent that
those Navajo Nation laws are
inconsistent with this part or other
applicable federal law. This part may be
superseded or modified by Navajo
Nation laws with Secretarial approval,
however, so long as:

(a) The Navajo Nation laws are
consistent with the enacting Navajo
Nation’s governing documents;

(b) The Navajo Nation has notified
BIA of the superseding or modifying
effect of the Navajo Nation laws;

(c) The superseding or modifying of
the regulation would not violate a
federal statute or judicial decision, or
conflict with the Secretary’s general
trust responsibility under federal law;
and

(d) The superseding or modifying of
the regulation applies only to Navajo
Partitioned Lands.

§161.101 How will tribal laws be enforced
on the Navajo Partitioned Lands?

(a) Unless prohibited by federal law,
BIA will recognize and comply with
tribal laws regulating activities on the
Navajo Partitioned Lands, including
tribal laws relating to land use,
environmental protection, and historic
or cultural preservation.

(b) While the Navajo Nation is
primarily responsible for enforcing
tribal laws pertaining to the Navajo
Partitioned Lands, BIA will:

(1) Assist in the enforcement of
Navajo Nation laws;

(2) Provide notice of Navajo Nation
laws to persons or entities undertaking
activities on the Navajo Partitioned
Lands; and

(3) Require appropriate federal
officials to appear in tribal forums when
requested by the tribe, so long as the
appearance would not:

(i) Be consistent with the restrictions
on employee testimony set forth at 43
CFR part 2, subpart E;

(ii) Constitute a waiver of the
sovereign immunity of the United
States; or

(iii) Authorize or result in a review of
(BIA) actions by the tribal court.

(c) Where the provisions in this
subpart are inconsistent with a Navajo
Nation law, but the provisions cannot be
superseded or modified by the Navajo
Nation laws under § 161.5, BIA may
waive the provisions under part 1 of this
title, so long as the new waiver does not
violate a federal statute or judicial
decision or conflict with the Secretary’s
trust responsibility under federal law.

§161.102 What notifications are required
that tribal laws apply to grazing permits on
the Navajo Partitioned Lands?

(a) The Navajo Nation must provide
BIA with an official copy of any tribal
law or tribal policy that relates to this
part. The Navajo Nation must notify BIA
of the content and effective dates of
tribal laws.

(b) BIA will then notify affected
permittees of the effect of the Navajo
Nation law on their grazing permits. BIA
will:

(1) Provide individual written notice;
or

(2) Post public notice. This notice will
be posted at the tribal community
building, U.S. Post Office, announced
on local radio station, and/or published
in the local newspaper nearest to the
permitted Navajo Partitioned Lands
where activities are occurring.
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Subpart C—General Provisions

§161.200 Is an Indian agricultural
resource management plan required?

(a) Yes, Navajo Partitioned Lands
must be managed in accordance with
the goals and objectives in the
agricultural resource management plan
developed by the Navajo Nation, or by
BIA in close consultation with the
Navajo Nation, under the Agricultural
Act.

(b) The 10-year agricultural resource
management and monitoring plan must
be developed through public meetings
and completed within 3 years of the
initiation of the planning activity. The
plan must be based on the public
meeting records and existing survey
documents, reports, and other research
from Federal agencies, tribal community
colleges, and land grant universities.
When completed, the plan must:

(1) Determine available agricultural
resources;

(2) Identify specific tribal agricultural
resource goals and objectives;

(3) Establish management objectives
for the resources;

(4) Define critical values of the tribe
and its members and provide identified
resource management objectives; and

(5) Identify actions to be taken to
reach established objectives.

(c) Where the provisions in this
subpart are inconsistent with the Navajo
Nation’s agricultural resource
management plan, the Secretary may
waive the provisions under part 1 of this
title, so long as the waiver does not
violate a federal statute or judicial
decision or conflict with the Secretary’s
trust responsibility under federal law.

§161.201
required?
Actions taken by BIA under this part
must comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq., applicable
provisions of the Council on
Environmental Quality, 40 CFR part
1500, and applicable tribal laws and
provisions of the Navajo Nation
Environmental Policy Act CAP—47-95,
where the tribal laws and provisions do
not violate a federal or judicial decision
or conflict with the Secretary’s trust
responsibility under federal law.

Is environmental compliance

§161.202 How are range units
established?

(a) BIA, with the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation, will establish range units
on the Navajo Partitioned Lands to
provide unified areas for which range
management plans can be developed to
improve and maintain soil and forage
resources. Physical land features,

watersheds, drainage patterns,
vegetation, soil, resident concentration,
problem areas, historical land use
patterns, chapter boundaries, special
land uses and comprehensive land use
planning will be considered in the
determination of range unit boundaries.

(b) BIA may modify range unit
boundaries with the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation. This may include small
and/or isolated portions of Navajo
Partitioned Lands contiguous to Navajo
tribal lands in order to develop more
efficient land management.

§161.203 Arerange management plans
required?

Range management plans are
required. BIA will:

(a) Consult with the Navajo Nation in
planning conservation practices,
including grazing control and range
restoration activities for the Navajo
Partitioned Lands.

(b) Develop range management plans
with the concurrence of the Navajo
Nation.

(c) Approve the range management
plan, after concurrence with the Navajo
Nation, and the implementation of the
plan may begin immediately. The plan
will address, but is not limited to, the
following issues:

(1) Goals for improving vegetative
productivity and diversity;

(2) Stocking rates;

(3) Grazing schedules;

(4) wildlife management;

(5) Needs assessment for range and
livestock improvements;

(6) Schedule for operation and
maintenance of existing range
improvements and development for
cooperative funded projects;

(7) Cooperation in the implementation
of range studies;

(8) Control of livestock diseases and
parasites;

(9) Fencing or other structures
necessary to implement any of the other
provisions in the range management
plan;

(10) Special land uses; and

(11) Water development and
management.

§161.204 How are carrying capacities and
stocking rates established?

(a) BIA, with the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation, will prescribe, review
and adjust the carrying capacity of each
range unit by determining the number of
livestock, and/or wildlife, that can be
grazed on the Navajo Partitioned Lands
without inducing damage to vegetation
or related resources on each range unit
and the season or seasons of use to
achieve the objectives of the agricultural
resource management plan and range
unit management plan.

(b) BIA, with the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation, will establish the
stocking rate of each range or
management unit. The stocking rate will
be based on forage production, range
utilization, the application of land
management practices, and range
improvements in place to achieve
uniformity of grazing under sustained
yield management principles on each
range or management unit.

(c) BIA will review the carrying
capacity of the grazing units on a
continuing basis and, in consultation
with the Grazing Committee and
affected permittees, adjust the stocking
rate for each range or management unit
as conditions warrant.

(d) Any adjustments in stocking rates
will be applied equally to each
permittee within the management unit
requiring adjustment.

§161.205 How are range improvements
treated?

(a) Improvements placed on the
Navajo Partitioned Lands will be
considered affixed to the land unless
specifically exempted in the permit. No
improvement may be constructed or
removed from Navajo Partitioned Lands
without the written consent of BIA and
the Navajo Nation.

(b) Before undertaking an
improvement, BIA, Navajo Nation and
permittee will negotiate who will
complete and maintain improvements.
The improvement agreement will be
reflected in the permit.

§161.206 What must a permittee do to
protect livestock from exposure to disease?

In accordance with applicable law,
permittees must:

(a) Vaccinate livestock;

(b) Treat all livestock exposed to or
infected with contagious or infectious
diseases; and

(c) Restrict the movement of exposed
or infected livestock.

§161.207 What livestock are authorized to
graze?

The following livestock are
authorized to graze on the Navajo
Partitioned Lands: horses, cattle, sheep,
goats, mules, burros, donkeys, and
llamas.

Subpart D—Permit Requirements

§161.300 When is a permit needed to
authorize grazing use?

Unless otherwise provided for in this
part, any person or legal entity,
including an independent legal entity
owned and operated by the Navajo
Nation, must obtain a permit under this
part before using Navajo Partitioned
Land for grazing purposes.
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§161.301 What will a grazing permit
contain?

(a) All grazing permits will contain
the following provisions:

(1) Name of permit holder;

(2) Range management plan
requirements;

(3) Applicable stocking rate;

(4) Range unit number and
description of the permitted area;

(5) Animal identification
requirements (i.e. brand, microchip,
freeze brand, earmark, tattoo, etc.);

(6) Term of permit (including
beginning and ending dates of the term
allowed, as well as an option to renew,
or extend);

(7) A provision stating that the
permittee agrees that he or she will not
use, cause, or allow to be used any part
of the permitted area for any unlawful
conduct or purpose;

(8) A provision stating that the permit
authorizes no other privilege than
grazing use;

(9) A provision stating that no person
is allowed to hold a grazing permit in
more than one range unit of the Navajo
Partitioned Lands, unless the customary
use area extends beyond the range unit
boundary;

(10) A provision reserving a right of
entry by BIA and the Navajo Nation for
range survey, inventory and inspection
or compliance purposes;

(11) A provision prohibiting the
creation of a nuisance, any illegal
activity, and negligent use or waste of
resources;

(12) A provision stating how trespass
proceeds are to be distributed;

(13) A provision stating whether
mediation will be used in the event of
a permit violation;

(14) A provision stating that the
permittee holds harmless the United
States and the Navajo Nation against all
liabilities or costs relating to the use,
handling, treatment, removal, storage,
transportation, or disposal of hazardous
materials or the release or discharge of
any hazardous material from the
permitted premises that occur during
the permit term, regardless of fault; and

(15) A provision stating that the
permit cannot be subdivided once it has
been issued.

(b) Grazing permits will contain any
other provision that in the discretion of
BIA with the concurrence of the Navajo
Nation is necessary to protect the land
and/or resources, may be added to the
permit.

(c) Grazing permits will contain any
special land use authorized under
§ 161.503 of this part must be included
on the permit.

§161.302 What restrictions are placed on
grazing permits?

Only a grazing permit issued under
this part authorizes the grazing of
livestock within the Navajo Partitioned
Lands. Grazing permits are subject to
the following restrictions:

(a) Grazing permits should not be
issued for less than 2 animal units (10
sheep units) or exceed 70 animal units
(350 sheep units). However, all grazing
permits issued before the adoption of
this regulation will be honored and
reissued if the permittee meets the
eligibility and priority criteria found in
§ 400 of this part, and only if the
carrying capacity and stocking rate as
determined under §§ 204 and 403
allows.

(b) A grazing permit will be issued in
the name of one individual.

(c) Only two horses will be permitted
on a grazing permit.

(d) Grazing permits may contain
additional conditions authorized by
Federal law or Navajo Nation law.

(e) A state/tribal brand only identifies
the owner of the livestock, but does not
authorize the grazing of any livestock
within the Navajo Partitioned Lands.

(f) A permit cannot be subdivided
once it has been issued.

§161.303 How long is a permit valid?

After its initial issuance, each grazing
permit is valid for one year beginning
on the following January 1. All permits
will be automatically renewed annually
if the permittee is in compliance with
all applicable laws including tallies and
permit requirements.

§161.304 Must a permit be recorded?

A permit must be recorded by BIA
following approval under this subpart.

§161.305 When is adecision by BIA
regarding a permit effective?

BIA approval of a permit will be
effective immediately upon signature,
notwithstanding any appeal, which may
be filed under part 2 of this title. Copies
of the approved permit will be provided
to the permittee and made available to
the Navajo Nation upon request.

§161.306 When are permits effective?

Unless otherwise provided in the
permit, a permit will be effective on the
date on which BIA approves the permit.

§161.307 When may a permittee
commence grazing on Navajo Partitioned
Land?

The permittee may graze on Navajo
Partitioned Land on the date specified
in the permit as the beginning date of
the term, but not before BIA approves
the permit.

§161.308 Must permittee comply with
standards of conduct if granted a permit?

Permittees must comply with
standards of conduct and are expected
to:

(a) Conduct grazing operations in
accordance with the principles of
sustained yield management,
agricultural resource management
planning, sound conservation practices,
and other community goals as expressed
in Navajo Nation laws, agricultural
resource management plans, and similar
sources.

(b) Comply with all applicable laws,
ordinances, rules, provisions, and other
legal requirements. Permittee must also
pay all applicable penalties that may be
assessed for non-compliance.

(c) Fulfill all financial permit
obligations owed to the Navajo Nation
and the United States.

(d) Conduct only those activities
authorized by the permit.

Subpart E—Reissuance of Grazing
Permits

§161.400 What are the criteria for
reissuing grazing permits?

(a) The Navajo Nation may prescribe
eligibility requirements for grazing
allocations within 180 days following
the effective date of this part. BIA will
prescribe the eligibility requirements
after expiration of the 180-day period if
the Navajo Nation does not prescribe
eligibility requirements, or if
satisfactory action is not taken by the
Navajo Nation.

(b) With the written concurrence of
the Navajo Nation, BIA will prescribe
the following eligibility requirements,
where only those applicants who meet
the following criteria are eligible to
receive permits to graze livestock:

(1) Those who had grazing permits on
Navajo Partitioned Lands under 25 CFR
part 167 (formerly part 152), and whose
permits were canceled on October 14,
1973;

(2) Those who are listed in the 1974
and 1975 Former Joint Use Area
enumeration;

(3) Those who are current residents
on Navajo Partitioned Lands; and

(4) Those who have a customary use
area on Navajo Partitioned Lands.

(c) Permits reissued to applicants
under this section may be granted by
BIA based on the following priority
criteria:

(1) The first priority will go to
individuals currently over the age of 65;
and

(2) The second priority will go to
individuals under the age of 65.

(d) Upon the recommendation of the
NPL District Grazing Committee and
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Resource Committee, BIA or Navajo
Nation will have authority to waive one
of the eligibility or priority criteria.

§161.401 Will new permits be granted
after the initial reissuance of permits?

(a) Following the initial reissuance of
permits under § 161.400, the Navajo
Nation can grant new permits if:

(1) Additional permits become
available; and

(2) The carrying capacity and stocking
rates as determined under §§ 161.204
and 161.403 allow.

(b) The Navajo Nation must inform
BIA if it grants any permits under
paragraph (a) of this section.

§161.402 What are the procedures for
reissuing permits?

BIA, with the concurrence of the
Navajo Nation, will reissue grazing
permits only to individuals that meet
the eligibility requirements in § 161.400.
Responsibilities for reissuance of
grazing permits are as follows:

(a) BIA will develop a complete list
consisting of all former permittees
whose permits were cancelled and the
number of animal units previously
authorized in prior grazing permits.
This list will be provided to the Grazing
Committee and Resources Committee
for their review. BIA will also provide
the Grazing Committee and Resources
Committee with the current carrying
capacity and stocking rate for each range
unit within the Navajo Partitioned
Lands, as determined under § 161.204.

(b) Within 90 days of receipt, the
Grazing Committee will review the list
developed under § 161.402(a), and make
recommendations to the Resources
Committee for the granting of grazing
permits according to the eligibility and
priority criteria in § 161.400.

(c) If the Grazing Committee fails to
make its recommendation to the
Resources Committee within 90 days
after receiving the list of potential
permittees, BIA will submit its
recommendations to the Resources
Committee.

(d) The Resources Committee will
review and concur with the list of
proposed permit grantees, and then
forward a final list to BIA for the
reissuance of grazing permits. If the
Resources Committee does not concur,
the procedures outlined in § 161.800
will govern.

(e) The final determination list of
eligible permittees will be published.
Permits will not be issued sooner than
90 days following publication of the
final list.

§161.403 How are grazing permits
allocated within each range unit?

(a) Initial allocation of the number of
animal units authorized in each grazing
permit will be determined by
considering the number of animal units
previously authorized in prior grazing
permits and the current authorized
stocking rate on a given range unit.

(b) Grazing permit allocations may
vary from range unit to range unit
depending on the stocking rate of each
unit, the range management plan, and
the number of eligible grazing
permittees in the unit.

Subpart F—Modifying A Permit

§161.500 May permits be transferred,
assigned or modified?

(a) Grazing permits may be
transferred, assigned, or modified only
as provided in this section. Permits may
only be transferred or assigned as a
single permit under Navajo Nation
procedures and with the approval of
BIA. Permittees must reside within the
same range unit as the original
permittee.

(b) Permits may be transferred,
assigned, or modified with the written
consent of the permittee, District
Grazing Committee and/or Resource
Committee and approved by BIA.

(c) BIA must record each transfer,
assignment, or modification that it
approves under a permit.

§161.501 When will a permit modification
be effective?

BIA approval of a transfer,
assignment, or modification under a
permit will be effective immediately,
notwithstanding any appeal, which may
be filed under part 2 of this title. Copies
of approved documents will be
provided to the permittee and made
available to the Navajo Nation upon
request.

§161.502 Will a special land use require
permit modification?

Yes, when the Navajo Nation and BIA
approve a special land use, the grazing
permit will be modified to reflect the
change in available forage. If a special
land use is inconsistent with grazing
activities authorized in the permit, the
special land use area will be withdrawn
from the permit, and grazing cannot take
place on that part of the range unit.

Subpart G—Permit Violations

§161.600 What permit violations are
addressed by this subpart?

This subpart addresses violations of
permit provisions other than trespass.
Trespass is addressed under subpart H.

§161.601 How will BIA monitor permit
compliance?

Unless the permit provides otherwise,
BIA may enter the range unit at any
reasonable time, without prior notice, to
protect the interests of the Navajo
Nation and ensure that the permittee is
in compliance with the operating
requirements of the permit.

§161.602 Will my permit be canceled for
non-use?

(a) If a grazing permit is not used by
the permittee for a 2-year period, BIA
may cancel the permit upon the
recommendation of the Grazing
Committee and with the concurrence of
the Resources Committee under
§161.606(c). Non-use consists of, but is
not limited to, absence of livestock on
the range unit, and/or abandonment of
a permittee’s grazing permit.

(b) Unused grazing permits or
portions of grazing permits that are set
aside for range recovery will not be
cancelled for non-use.

§161.603 Can a permit provide for
mediation in the event of a permit violation
or dispute?

A permit may provide for permit
disputes or violations to be resolved
with the District Grazing Committee
through mediation.

(a) The District Grazing Committee
will conduct the mediation before the
Resources Committee or BIA invoke any
cancellation remedies.

(b) Conducting the mediation may
substitute for permit cancellation.
However, BIA retains the authority to
cancel the permit under § 161.606.

(c) The Resources Committee decision
will be final, unless it is appealed to the
Navajo Nation Supreme Court on a
question of law. BIA may not be bound
by decisions made in these forums, but
BIA will defer to any ongoing
proceedings, as appropriate, in deciding
whether to exercise any of the remedies
available to BIA under § 161.606.

§161.604 What happens if a permit
violation occurs?

(a) If the Resources Committee
notifies BIA that a specific permit
violation has occurred, BIA will initiate
an appropriate investigation within 5
business days of that notification.

(b) Unless otherwise provided under
tribal law, when BIA has reason to
believe that a permit violation has
occurred, BIA or the authorized tribal
representative will provide written
notice to the permittee within 5
business days.
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§161.605 What will a written notice of a
permit violation contain?

The written notice of a permit
violation will provide the permittee
with 10 days from the receipt of the
written notice to:

(a) Cure the permit violation and
notify BIA that the violation is cured;

(b) Explain why BIA should not
cancel the permit;

(c) Request in writing additional time
to complete corrective actions. If
additional time is granted, BIA may
require that certain actions be taken
immediately; or

(d) Request mediation under
§161.603.

§161.606 What will BIA do if the permitee
doesn’t cure a violation on time?

(a) If the permittee does not cure a
violation within the required time
period, or if the violation is not referred
to District Grazing Committee for
mediation, BIA will consult with the
Navajo Nation, as appropriate, and
determine whether:

(1) The permit may be canceled by
BIA under paragraph (c) of this section
and §§161.607 through 161.608;

(2) BIA may invoke any other
remedies available to BIA under the
permit;

(3) The Navajo Nation may invoke any
remedies available to them under the
permit; or

(4) The permittee may be granted
additional time in which to cure the
violation.

(b) If BIA grants a permittee a time
extension to cure a violation, the
permittee must proceed diligently to
complete the necessary corrective
actions within a reasonable or specified
time from the date on which the
extension is granted.

(c) If BIA cancels the permit, BIA will
send the permittee and the District
Grazing Committee a written notice of
cancellation within 5 business days of
the decision. BIA will also provide
actual or constructive notice of the
cancellation to the Navajo Nation, as
appropriate. The written notice of
cancellation will:

(1) Explain the grounds for
cancellation;

(2) Notify the permittee of the amount
of any unpaid fees and other financial
obligations due under the permit;

(3) Notify the permittee of its right to
appeal under 25 CFR part 2 of this title,
as modified by § 161.607, including the
amount of any appeal bond that must be
posted with an appeal of the
cancellation decision; and

(4) Order the permittee to cease
grazing livestock on the next
anniversary date of the grazing permit or

180 days following the receipt of the
written notice of cancellation,
whichever is sooner.

§161.607 What appeal bond provisions
apply to permit cancellation decisions?

(a) The appeal bond provisions in
§ 2.5 of part 2 of this title will not apply
to appeals from permit cancellation
decision. Instead, when BIA decides to
cancel a permit, BIA may require the
permittee to post an appeal bond with
an appeal of the cancellation decision.
The requirement to post an appeal bond
will apply in addition to all of the other
requirements in part 2 of this title.

(b) An appeal bond should be set in
an amount necessary to protect the
Navajo Nation against financial losses
that will likely result from the delay
caused by an appeal. Appeal bond
requirements will not be separately
appealable, but may be contested during
the appeal of the permit cancellation
decision.

§161.608 When will a permit cancellation
be effective?

A cancellation decision involving a
permit will not be effective for 30 days
after the permittee receives a written
notice of cancellation from BIA. The
cancellation decision will remain
ineffective if the permittee files an
appeal under § 161.607 and part 2 of
this title, unless the decision is made
immediately effective under part 2.
While a cancellation decision is
ineffective, the permittee must continue
to comply with the other terms of the
permit. If an appeal is not filed in
accordance with § 161.607 and part 2 of
this title, the cancellation decision will
be effective on the 31st day after the
permittee receives the written notice of
cancellation from BIA.

§161.609 Can BIA take emergency action
if the rangeland is threatened?

Yes, if a permittee or any other party
causes or threatens to cause immediate,
significant and irreparable harm to the
Navajo Nation land during the term of
a permit, BIA will take appropriate
emergency action. Emergency action
may include trespass proceedings under
subpart H, or judicial action seeking
immediate cessation of the activity
resulting in or threatening harm.
Reasonable efforts will be made to
notify the Navajo Nation, either before
or after the emergency action is taken.

§161.610 What will BIA do if livestock is
not removed when a permit expires or is
cancelled?

If the livestock is not removed after
the expiration or cancellation of a
permit, BIA will treat the unauthorized
use as a trespass. BIA may remove the

livestock on behalf of the Navajo Nation,
and pursue any additional remedies
available under applicable law,
including the assessment of civil
penalties and costs under subpart H.

Subpart H—Trespass

§161.700 What is trespass?
Under this part, trespass is any

unauthorized use of, or action on,

Navajo partitioned grazing lands.

§161.701 What is BIA’s trespass policy?

BIA will:

(a) Investigate accidental, willful,
and/or incidental trespass on Navajo
Partitioned Lands;

(b) Respond to alleged trespass in a
prompt, efficient manner;

(c) Assess trespass penalties for the
value of products used or removed, cost
of damage to the Navajo Partitioned
Lands, and enforcement costs incurred
as a consequence of the trespass; and

(d) Ensure, to the extent possible, that
damage to Navajo Partitioned Lands
resulting from trespass is rehabilitated
and stabilized at the expense of the
trespasser.

§161.702 Who will enforce this subpart?

(a) BIA enforces the provisions, the
Navajo Nation adopts the provisions,
and the Navajo Nation will have
concurrent jurisdiction to enforce this
subpart. Additionally, if the Navajo
Nation so requests, BIA will defer to
tribal prosecution of trespass on Navajo
Partitioned Lands.

(b) Nothing in this subpart will be
construed to diminish the sovereign
authority of the Navajo Nation with
respect to trespass.

Notification

§161.703 How are trespassers notified of
a trespass determination?

(a) Unless otherwise provided under
tribal law, when BIA has reason to
believe that a trespass on Navajo
Partitioned Lands has occurred, BIA or
the authorized tribal representative will
provide written notice within 5 business
days to:

(1) The alleged trespasser;

(2) The possessor of trespass property;
and

(3) Any known lien holder.

(b) The written notice under
paragraph (a) of this section will include
the following:

(1) The basis for the trespass
determination;

(2) A legal description of where the
trespass occurred;

(3) A verification of ownership of
unauthorized property (e.g., brands in
the State Brand Book for cases of
livestock trespass, if applicable);
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(4) Corrective actions that must be
taken;

(5) Time frames for taking the
corrective actions;

(6) Potential consequences and
penalties for failure to take corrective
action; and

(7) A statement that unauthorized
livestock or other property may not be
removed or disposed of unless
authorized by BIA under paragraph
(b)(4) of this section.

(c) If BIA determines that the alleged
trespasser or possessor of trespass
property is unknown or refuses delivery
of the written notice, a public trespass
notice will be posted at the tribal
community building, U.S. Post Office,
and published in the local newspaper
nearest to the Indian agricultural lands
where the trespass is occurring.

(d) Trespass notices under this
subpart are not subject to appeal under
part 2 of this title.

§161.704 What can a permittee do if they
receive atrespass notice?

The trespasser will within the time
frame specified in the notice:

(a) Comply with the ordered
corrective actions; or

(b) Contact BIA in writing to explain
why the trespass notice is in error. The
trespasser may contact BIA by telephone
but any explanation of trespass must be
provided be in writing. If BIA
determines that a trespass notice was
issued in error, the notice will be
withdrawn.

§161.705 How long will a written trespass
notice remain in effect?

A written trespass notice will remain
in effect for the same action identified
in that written notice for a period of one
year from the date of receipt of the
written notice by the trespasser.

Actions

§161.706 What actions does BIA take
against trespassers?

If the trespasser fails to take the
corrective action as specified, BIA may
take one or more of the following
actions, as appropriate:

(a) Seize, impound, sell or dispose of
unauthorized livestock or other property
involved in the trespass. BIA may keep
the property seized for use as evidence.

(b) Assess penalties, damages, and
costs under §161.712.

§161.707 When will BIA impound
unauthorized livestock or other property?

BIA will impound unauthorized
livestock or other property under the
following conditions:

(a) Where there is imminent danger of
severe injury to growing or harvestable
crop or destruction of the range forage.

(b) When the known owner or the
owner’s representative of the
unauthorized livestock or other property
refuses to accept delivery of a written
notice of trespass and the unauthorized
livestock or other property are not
removed within the period prescribed in
the written notice.

(c) Any time after 5 days of providing
notice of impoundment if the trespasser
failed to correct the trespass.

§161.708 How are trespassers notified of
impoundments?

(a) If the trespass is not corrected in
the time specified in the initial trespass
notice, BIA will send written notice of
its intent to impound unauthorized
livestock or other property to:

(1) The unauthorized livestock or
property owner or representative; and

(2) Any known lien holder of the
unauthorized livestock or other
property.

(b) If BIA determines that the owner
of the unauthorized livestock or other
property or the owner’s representative is
unknown or refuses delivery of the
written notice, a public notice of intent
to impound will be posted at the tribal
community building, U.S. Post Office,
and published in the local newspaper
nearest to the Indian agricultural lands
where the trespass is occurring.

(c) After BIA has given notice as
described in § 161.707, unauthorized
livestock or other property will be
impounded without any further notice.

§161.709 What happens after
unauthorized livestock or other property are
impounded?

Following the impoundment of
unauthorized livestock or other
property, BIA will provide notice that
the impounded property will be sold as
follows:

(a) BIA will provide written notice of
the sale to the owner, the owner’s
representative, and any known lien
holder. The written notice must include
the procedure by which the impounded
property may be redeemed before the
sale.

(b) BIA will provide public notice of
sale of impounded property by posting
at the tribal community building, U.S.
Post Office, and publishing in the local
newspaper nearest to the Indian
agricultural lands where the trespass is
occurring. The public notice will
include a description of the impounded
property, and the date, time, and place
of the public sale. The sale date must be
at least 5 days after the publication and
posting of notice.

§161.710 How can impounded livestock or
other property be redeemed?

Impounded livestock or other
property may be redeemed by
submitting proof of ownership and
paying all penalties, damages, and costs
under § 161.712 and completing all
corrective actions identified by BIA
under § 61.704.

§161.711 How will BIA sell impounded
livestock or other property?

(a) Unless the owner or known lien
holder of the impounded livestock or
other property redeems the property
before the time set by the sale, by
submitting proof of ownership and
settling all obligations under §§161.704
and 161.712, the property will be sold
by public sale to the highest bidder.

(b) If a satisfactory bid is not received,
the livestock or property may be re-
offered for sale, returned to the owner,
condemned and destroyed, or otherwise
disposed of.

(c) BIA will give the purchaser a bill
of sale or other written receipt
evidencing the sale.

Penalties, Damages, and Costs

§161.712 What are the penalties,
damages, and costs payable by
trespassers?

Trespassers on Navajo Partitioned
Lands must pay the following penalties
and costs:

(a) Collection of the value of the
products illegally used or removed plus
a penalty of double their values;

(b) Costs associated with any damage
to Navajo Partitioned Lands and/or
property;

(c) The costs associated with
enforcement of the provisions,
including field examination and survey,
damage appraisal, investigation
assistance and reports, witness
expenses, demand letters, court costs,
and attorney fees;

(d) Expenses incurred in gathering,
impounding, caring for, and disposal of
livestock in cases which necessitate
impoundment under § 161.707; and

(e) All other penalties authorized by
law.

§161.713 How will BIA determine the
amount of damages to Navajo Partitioned
Lands?

(a) BIA will determine the damages by
considering the costs of rehabilitation
and re-vegetation, loss of future
revenue, loss of profits, loss of
productivity, loss of market value,
damage to other resources, and other
factors.

(b) BIA will determine the value of
forage or crops consumed or destroyed
based upon the average rate received per
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month for comparable property or
grazing privileges, or the estimated
commercial value or replacement costs
of the products or property.

(c) BIA will determine the value of the
products or property illegally used or
removed based upon a valuation of
similar products or property.

§161.714 How will BIA determine the
costs associated with enforcement of the
trespass?

Costs of enforcement may include
detection and all actions taken by us
through prosecution and collection of
damages. This includes field
examination and survey, damage
appraisal, investigation assistance and
report preparation, witness expenses,
demand letters, court costs, attorney
fees, and other costs.

§161.715 What will BIA do if atrespasser
fails to pay penalties, damages and costs?

This section applies if a trespasser
fails to pay the assessed penalties,
damages, and costs as directed. Unless
otherwise provided by applicable
Navajo Nation law, BIA will:

(a) Refuse to issue the permittee a
permit for use, development, or
occupancy of Navajo Partitioned Lands;
and

(b) Forward the case for appropriate
legal action.

§161.716 How are the proceeds from
trespass distributed?

Unless otherwise provided by Navajo
Nation law:

(a) BIA will treat any amounts
recovered under § 161.712 as proceeds
from the sale of agricultural property
from the Navajo Partitioned Lands upon
which the trespass occurred.

(b) Proceeds recovered under
§161.712 may be distributed to:

(1) Repair damages of the Navajo
Partitioned Lands and property; or

(2) Reimburse the affected parties,
including the permittee for loss due to
the trespass, as negotiated and provided
in the permit.

(c) Reimburse for costs associated
with the enforcement.

(d) If any money is left over after the
distribution of the proceeds described in
paragraph (b) of this section, BIA will
return it to the trespasser or, where the
owner of the impounded property
cannot be identified within 180 days,
the net proceeds of the sale will be
deposited into the appropriate Navajo
Nation account or transferred to the
Navajo Nation under applicable tribal
law.

§161.717 What happens if BIA does not
collect enough money to satisfy the
penalty?

BIA will send written notice to the
trespasser demanding immediate
settlement and advising the trespasser
that unless settlement is received within
5 business days from the date of receipt,
BIA will forward the case for
appropriate legal action. BIA may send
a copy of the notice to the Navajo
Nation, permittee, and any known lien
holders.

Subpart —Concurrence/Appeals/
Amendments

§161.800 How does the Navajo Nation to
provide concurrence to BIA?

(a) Actions taken by BIA under this
part require concurrence of the Navajo
Nation under the Settlement Act.

(b) For any action requiring the
concurrence of the Resource Committee,
the following procedures will apply:

(1) Unless a longer time is specified
in a particular section, or unless BIA
grants an extension of time, the
Resources Committee will have 45 days
to review and concur with the proposed
action;

(2) If the Resources Committee
concurs in writing with all or part of
BIA proposed action, the action or a
portion of it may be immediately
implemented;

(3) If the Resources Committee does
not concur with all or part of the
proposed action within the time
prescribed in paragraph (b)(1) of this
section, BIA will submit to the
Resources Committee a written
declaration of non-concurrence. BIA
will then notify the Resources
Committee in writing of a formal
hearing to be held not sooner than 30
days from the date of the non-
concurrence declaration;

(4) The formal hearing on non-
concurrence will permit the submission
of written evidence and argument
concerning the proposal. BIA will take
minutes of the hearing. Following the
hearing, BIA may amend, alter, or
otherwise change the proposed action.
If, following a hearing, BIA alters or
amends portions of the proposed plan of
action, BIA will submit the altered or
amended portions of the plan to the
Resources Committee for its
concurrence; and

(5) If the Resources Committee fails or
refuses to give its concurrence to the
proposal, BIA may implement the
proposal only after issuing a written
order, based upon findings of fact, that
the proposed action is necessary to
protect the land under the Settlement
Act and the Agricultural Act.

§161.801 May decisions under this part be
appealed?

(a) Appeals of BIA decisions issued
under this part may be taken in
accordance with procedures set out in
part 2 of this title.

(b) All appeals of decisions by the
Grazing Committee and Resource
Committee will be forwarded to the
appropriate hearing body of the Navajo
Nation.

§161.802 How will the Navajo Nation
recommend amendments to this part?

The Resources Committee will have
final authority on behalf of the Navajo
Nation to approve amendments to the
Navajo Partitioned Lands grazing
provisions, upon the recommendation
of the Grazing Committee and the
Navajo-Hopi Land Commission, and the
concurrence of BIA.

[FR Doc. 03—28320 Filed 11-6—-03; 4:32 pm]
BILLING CODE 4310-W7-P

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration

29 CFR Parts 1910, 1915, and 1926
[Docket No. H049C]

RIN 1218-AA05

Assigned Protection Factors

AGENCY: Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), Labor.

ACTION: Proposed rule; notice of hearing.

SUMMARY: OSHA is convening an
informal public hearing to receive
testimony and documentary evidence
on Assigned Protection Factors.

DATES: Informal public hearing. The
Agency will hold the informal public
hearing in Washington, DC beginning
January 28, 2004. The hearing will
commence at 10 a.m. on the first day,
and at 9 a.m. on the second and
subsequent days, which will be
scheduled, if necessary.

Notice of Intention to Appear to
provide testimony at the informal public
hearing. Parties who intend to present
testimony at the informal public hearing
must notify OSHA in writing of their
intention to do so no later than
December 12, 2003. (Parties who
submitted a Notice of Intention to
Appear in response to the Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) need not
submit another notice.)

Hearing testimony and documentary
evidence. Parties who are requesting
more than 10 minutes to present their
testimony or who will be submitting
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documentary evidence at the hearing,
must provide the Agency with copies of
their full testimony and all documentary
evidence they plan to present by
January 12, 2004. (Parties who provided
their full testimony and documentary
evidence in response to the NPRM do
not have to resubmit these materials.)

ADDRESSES: Informal public hearing.
The informal public hearing will be
held in Washington, DC, in the
Auditorium on the plaza level of the
Frances Perkins Building, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC.

Notice of Intention to Appear at the
hearing. Notices of Intention to Appear
at the informal public hearing should be
submitted in triplicate (3 copies) to the
Docket Office, Docket No. H049C, Room
N-2625, OSHA, U.S. Department of
Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20210. These notices
also may be faxed to the Docket Office
at (202) 693—1648, or submitted
electronically at http://
ecomments.osha.gov. OSHA Docket
Office and Department of Labor hours of
operation are 8:15 a.m. to 4:45 p.m.

Hearing testimony and documentary
evidence. Testimony and documentary
evidence must be submitted in triplicate
(3 copies) to the Docket Office at the
above address. Testimony and
documentary evidence totaling 10 or
fewer pages may be faxed to the Docket
Office at 202—693—1647. Materials such
as studies or journal articles may not be
attached to faxed testimony or
documentary evidence; instead, three
copies of this material must be mailed
to the Docket Office at the above
address. Such material must identify
clearly the name of the individual who
is testifying, date, docket number, and
subject so that OSHA can attach it to the
appropriate faxed documents.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information and press inquiries,
contact Ms. Layne Lathram, Office of
Communications, Room N-3647, OSHA,
U.S. Department of Labor, 200
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20210 (telephone: (202) 693-1999).
For technical inquiries, contact Mr. John
Steelnack, Office of Biological Hazards,
Room N-3718, OSHA, U.S. Department
of Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20210 (telephone:
(202) 693-2289; fax: (202) 693—1678).
For hearing information, contact Ms.
Veneta Chatmon, Office of
Communications, OSHA, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20210
(telephone: (202) 693—-1999). For
additional copies of this Federal
Register notice, contact the Office of

Publications, Room N-3103, OSHA,
U.S. Department of Labor, 200
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20210 (telephone: (202) 693-1888).
Electronic copies of this Federal
Register notice, as well as news releases
and other relevant documents, are
available at OSHA’s homepage at http:/
/www.osha.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: OSHA
published the final, revised Respiratory
Protection Standard, 29 CFR 1910.134,
on January 8, 1998 (63 FR 1152).
However, in the final standard, the
Agency reserved the sections related to
assigned protection factors (APFs) and
maximum use concentrations (MUCs)
pending further rulemaking (see 63 FR
1182 and 1203). On June 6, 2003, OSHA
published an NPRM to revise its
existing Respiratory Protection Standard
to add definitions and specific
requirements for APFs and MUCs (68
FR 34036). The proposed revisions also
would supersede the respirator-
selection provisions of existing
substance-specific standards with the
new APFs (except the APFs for the 1,3—
Butadiene Standard).

During the comment period on the
NPRM, which OSHA extended to
October 2, 2003 (68 FR 53311), a
number of commenters (Exs. 12-2, 12—
4,12-8,12-10, 12-11, 12-12,13-1, 13-
2, 13-3, 13-4, 13-5) requested an
informal public hearing. OSHA is
granting this request.

The Agency is placing the Notices of
Intention to Appear, hearing testimony,
and documentary evidence in the
rulemaking docket, which will be
available for inspection and copying at
the OSHA Docket Office.

Public Participation Comments and
Hearings

OSHA encourages members of the
public to participate in this rulemaking
by providing oral testimony and
documentary evidence at the informal
public hearing. Accordingly, the Agency
invites interested parties having
knowledge of, or experience with, the
issues raised in the NPRM to participate
in this process, and welcomes any
pertinent data that will provide the
Agency with the best available evidence
to use in developing the final rule. This
section describes the procedures the
public must use to schedule an
opportunity to deliver oral testimony
and to provide documentary evidence at
the informal public hearing.

Hearing Arrangements

Pursuant to section 6(b)(3) of the
Occupational Safety and Health Act
(“the Act”’; 29 U.S.C. 655), members of
the public must have an opportunity at

the informal public hearing to provide
oral testimony concerning the issues
raised in the NPRM. An administrative
law judge (ALJ) will preside over the
hearing, and will resolve any procedural
matters relating to the hearing on the
first day.

Purpose of the Hearing

The legislative history of Section 6 of
the Act, as well as the Agency’s
regulation governing public hearings (29
CFR 1911.15), establish the purpose and
procedures of informal public hearings.
Although the presiding officer of the
hearing is an ALJ, and questions by
interested parties are allowed on
pertinent issues, the hearing is informal
and legislative in purpose. Therefore,
the hearing provides interested parties
with an opportunity to make effective
and expeditious oral presentations in
the absence of procedural restraints that
could impede or protract the rulemaking
process. The hearing is not an
adjudicative proceeding subject to the
technical rules of evidence; instead, it is
an informal administrative proceeding
convened for the purpose of gathering
and clarifying information. The
regulations that govern the hearing, and
the pre-hearing guidelines issued for the
hearing, will ensure that participants are
treated fairly and have due process; this
approach will facilitate the development
of a clear, accurate, and complete
record. Accordingly, application of
these rules and guidelines will be such
that questions of relevance, procedures,
and participation will be decided in
favor of developing a complete record.

Conduct of the Hearing

Conduct of the hearing will conform
to the provisions of 29 CFR part 1911
(“Rules of Procedure for Promulgating,
Modifying, or Revoking Occupational
Safety and Health Standards”).
Although the ALJ who presides over the
hearing makes no decision or
recommendation on the merits of the
NPRM or the final rule, the ALJ has the
responsibility and authority to ensure
that the hearing progresses at a
reasonable pace and in an orderly
manner. To ensure that interested
parties receive a full and fair informal
hearing, the ALJ has the authority and
power to: Regulate the course of the
proceedings; dispose of procedural
requests, objections, and similar
matters; confine the presentations to
matters pertinent to the issues raised;
use appropriate means to regulate the
conduct of the parties who are present
at the hearing; question witnesses, and
permit others to question witnesses; and
limit the time for such questions. At the
close of the hearing, the ALJ will
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establish a post-hearing comment period
for parties who participated in the
hearing. During the first part of this
period, the participants may submit
additional data and information to
OSHA, and during the second part of
this period, they may submit briefs,
arguments, and summations.

Notice of Intention To Appear To
Provide Testimony at the Informal
Public Hearings

Hearing participants must file a
Notice of Intention to Appear that
provides the following information: The
name, address, and telephone number of
each individual who will provide
testimony; the capacity (e.g., name of
the establishment/organization the
individual is representing; the
individual’s occupational title and
position) in which the individual will
testify; approximate amount of time
requested for the individual’s testimony;
specific issues the individual will
address, including a brief description of
the position that the individual will take
with respect to each of these issues; and
any documentary evidence the
individual will present, including a
brief summary of the evidence.

OSHA emphasizes that, while the
hearing is open to the public and
interested parties are welcome to attend,
only a party who files a proper Notice
of Intention to Appear may ask
questions and participate fully in the
hearing. A party who did not file a
Notice of Intention to Appear may be
allowed to testify at the hearing if time
permits, but this determination is at the
discretion of the presiding ALJ.

Hearing Testimony and Documentary
Evidence

The Agency will review each
submission and determine if the
information it contains warrants the
amount of time requested. OSHA then
will allocate an appropriate amount of
time to each presentation, and will
notify the participants of the time
allotted to their presentations. Prior to
the hearing, the Agency will notify the
participant if the allotted time is less
than the requested time, and will
provide the reasons for this action.
OSHA may limit to 10 minutes the
presentation of any participant who fails
to comply substantially with these
procedural requirements. The Agency
may also request a participant to return
for questions at a later time.

Certification of the Record and Final
Determination After the Informal Public
Hearing

Following the close of the hearing and
post-hearing comment period, the ALJ

will certify the record to the Assistant
Secretary of Labor for Occupational
Safety and Health. This record will
consist of all of the written comments,
oral testimony, documentary evidence,
and other material received during the
hearing. Following certification of the
record, OSHA will review the proposed
provisions in light of all the evidence
received as part of the record, and then
will issue the final determinations based
on the entire record.

Authority

John L Henshaw, Assistant Secretary
of Labor for Occupational Safety and
Health, U.S. Department of Labor, 200
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20210, directed the preparation of
this document. It is issued under
Section 6(b) of the Occupational Safety
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 655),
Secretary of Labor’s Order No. 5-2002
(67 FR 65008), and 29 CFR part 1911.

Signed at Washington, DC on November 6,
2003.

John L. Henshaw,

Assistant Secretary of Labor.

[FR Doc. 03-28357 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4510-26-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 165
[COTP San Francisco Bay 03-002]
RIN 1625-AA00

Security Zones; San Francisco Bay,
California

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard proposes to
establish moving and fixed security
zones extending 100 yards around and
under all High Interest Vessels (HIVs)
located in the San Francisco Bay and
Delta ports, California. These security
ZOnes are necessary security measures
and are intended to protect the public
and ports from potential subversive acts.
Entry into these security zones would be
prohibited, unless specifically
authorized by the Captain of the Port
San Francisco Bay, or his designated
representative.

DATES: Comments and related material
must reach the Coast Guard on or before
January 12, 2004.

ADDRESSES: You may mail comments
and related material to the Waterways
Management Branch, U.S. Coast Guard

Marine Safety Office San Francisco Bay,
Coast Guard Island, Alameda, California
94501. The Waterways Management
Branch maintains the public docket for
this rulemaking. Comments and
material received from the public, as
well as documents indicated in this
preamble as being available in the
docket, will become part of this docket
and will be available for inspection or
copying at the Waterways Management
Branch between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lieutenant Doug Ebbers, Waterways
Management Branch, U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Safety Office San Francisco Bay,
(510) 437-3073.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Request for Comments

We encourage you to participate in
this rulemaking by submitting
comments and related material. If you
do so, please include your name and
address, identify the docket number for
this rulemaking (COTP San Francisco
Bay 03—002), indicate the specific
section of this document to which each
comment applies, and give the reason
for each comment. Please submit all
comments and related material in an
unbound format, no larger than 8%z by
11 inches, suitable for copying. If you
would like to know that your
submission reached us, please enclose a
stamped, self-addressed postcard or
envelope. We will consider all
comments and material received during
the comment period. We may change
this proposed rule in view of them.

Public Meeting

We do not now plan to hold a public
meeting. But you may submit a request
for a meeting by writing to the
Waterways Management Branch at the
address under ADDRESSES explaining
why one would be beneficial. If we
determine that one would aid this
rulemaking, we will hold one at a time
and place announced by a separate
notice in the Federal Register.

Background and Purpose

Since the September 11, 2001 terrorist
attacks on the World Trade Center in
New York, the Pentagon in Arlington,
Virginia and Flight 93, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has issued
several warnings concerning the
potential for additional terrorist attacks
within the United States. In addition,
the ongoing hostilities in Afghanistan
and Iraq have made it prudent to U.S.
ports to be on a higher state of alert
because Al-Qaeda and other
organizations have declared an ongoing
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intention to conduct armed attacks on
U.S. interests worldwide.

In its effort to thwart terrorist activity,
the Coast Guard has increased safety
and security measures on U.S. ports and
waterways. As part of the Diplomatic
Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986
(Pub. L. 99-399), Congress amended
section 7 of the Ports and Waterways
Safety Act (PWSA), 33 U.S.C. 1226, to
allow the Coast Guard to take actions,
including the establishment of security
and safety zones, to prevent or respond
to acts of terrorism against individuals,
vessels or public or commercial
structures.

The Coast Guard also has authority to
establish security zones pursuant to the
Act of June 15, 1917, as amended by the
Magnuson Act of August 9, 1950 (50
U.S.C. 191 et seq.) and implementing
regulations promulgated by the
President in subparts 6.01 and 6.04 of
part 6 of title 33 of the Code of Federal
Regulations.

In this particular proposed
rulemaking, to address the
aforementioned security concerns and
to take steps to prevent the catastrophic
impact that a terrorist attack against a
High Interest Vessel (HIV) would have
on the public interest, the Coast Guard
is proposing to establish permanent
security zones around and under HIVs
entering, departing, moored or anchored
within the San Francisco Bay and Delta
ports. These security zones would help
the Coast Guard prevent vessels or
persons from engaging in terrorist
actions against HIVs. Due to these
heightened security concerns and the
catastrophic impact a terrorist attack on
an HIV would have on the crew and
passengers on board and surrounding
communities, security zones are
prudent for these types of vessels.

On February 10, 2003, we issued a
rule under docket COTP San Francisco
Bay 03—002 and published this rule in
the Federal Register (68 FR 9003,
February 27, 2003) creating temporary
section 165.T11-077 of Title 33 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).
Under temporary section 165.T11-077,
the Coast Guard established 100-yard
moving and fixed security zones around
all HIVs that are anchored, moored or
underway within the San Francisco Bay
and Delta ports.

Though temporary section 165.T11—
077 expired at 11:59 p.m. P.s.t. on May
31, 2003, it was effectively and
seamlessly extended by a change in
effective period temporary rule that was
issued on May 19, 2003. This change in
the effective period of the temporary
rule is found under docket COTP San
Francisco Bay 03—-002 and was
published in the Federal Register (68

FR 32368, May 30, 2003), under the
same previous temporary section
165.T11-077, and extended the rule to
11:59 p.m. P.d.t. on September 30, 2003.
On September 11, 2003, a second
change in effective period temporary
rule was issued, under docket COTP
San Francisco Bay 03—002 and was
published (68 FR 55445, September 26,
2003), under the same previous
temporary section 165.T11-077, further
extending the rule to 11:59 p.m. P.s.t. on
March 31, 2004. The Captain of the Port
has determined there is a need for
continued security regulations exists.

We propose to create permanent
security zones in the same areas
currently protected by temporary
security zones under § 165.T11-077.
Our proposed rule would amend
§165.1183, Security Zones; Cruise
Ships and Tank Vessels, San Francisco
Bay and Delta ports, California (see 67
FR 79856, December 31, 2002), which
contains permanent security zones for
cruise ships and tank vessels. In this
NPRM, the Coast Guard is proposing to
amend § 165.1183 to include HIVs as
protected vessels along with cruise
ships and tank vessels. The Coast Guard
will utilize the extended effective
period of the § 165.T11-077 to engage in
notice and comment rulemaking to
develop permanent regulations tailored
to the present and foreseeable security
environment with the Captain of the
Port (COTP) San Francisco Bay.

Discussion of Proposed Rule

The Coast Guard proposes to establish
moving and fixed security zones around
all HIVs that are anchored, moored or
underway within the San Francisco Bay
and Delta ports. These security zones
are activated when any HIV passes
shoreward of the line drawn between
San Francisco Main Ship Channel buoys
7 and 8 (LLNR 4190 & 4195, positions
37°46.9'N, 122°35.4' W & 37°46.5" N,
122°35.2' W, respectively) and remains
in effect while the vessel is underway,
anchored or moored within in the San
Francisco Bay and Delta ports. When
activated, this security zone would
encompass all waters, extending from
the surface to the sea floor, within 100
yards ahead, astern and extending 100
yards along either side of any HIV in the
San Francisco Bay and Delta ports.

This security zone is automatically
deactivated when the HIV passes
seaward of the line drawn between San
Francisco Main Ship Channel buoys 7
and 8 (LLNR 4190 & 4195, positions
37°46.9' N, 122°35.4' W & 37°46.5" N,
122°35.2' W, respectively) on its
departure from port. Vessels and people
may be allowed to enter an established
security zone on a case-by-case basis

with authorization from the Captain of
the Port.

These security zones are needed for
national security reasons to protect
HIVs, the public, transiting vessels,
adjacent waterfront facilities and the
ports from potential subversive acts,
accidents or other events of a similar
nature. Entry into these zones would be
prohibited unless specifically
authorized by the Captain of the Port or
his designated representative.

Vessels or persons violating this
section would be subject to the penalties
set forth in 33 U.S.C. 1232 and 50 U.S.C.
192. Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 1232, any
violation of the security zone described
herein, is punishable by civil penalties
(not to exceed $27,500 per violation,
where each day of a continuing
violation is a separate violation),
criminal penalties (imprisonment up to
6 years and a maximum fine of
$250,000) and in rem liability against
the offending vessel. Any person who
violates this section using a dangerous
weapon or who engages in conduct that
causes bodily injury or fear of imminent
bodily injury to any officer authorized
to enforce this regulation, also faces
imprisonment up to 12 years. Vessels or
persons violating this section are also
subject to the penalties set forth in 50
U.S.C. 192: seizure and forfeiture of the
vessel to the United States, a maximum
criminal fine of $10,000, and
imprisonment up to 10 years.

The Captain of the Port would enforce
these zones and may enlist the aid and
cooperation of any Federal, State,
county, municipal and private agency to
assist in the enforcement of the
regulation. This regulation is proposed
under the authority of 33 U.S.C. 1226 in
addition to the authority contained in
50 U.S.C. 191 and 33 U.S.C. 1231.

Regulatory Evaluation

This proposed rule is not a
“significant regulatory action” under
section 3(f) of Executive Order 12866,
Regulatory Planning and Review, and
does not require an assessment of
potential costs and benefits under
section 6(a)(3) of that Order. The Office
of Management and Budget has not
reviewed it under that Order. It is not
“significant” under the regulatory
policies and procedures of the
Department of Homeland Security
(DHS).

We expect the economic impact of
this proposed rule to be so minimal that
a full Regulatory Evaluation under the
regulatory policies and procedures of
DHS is unnecessary. Although this
proposed rule restricts access to the
waters encompassed by the security
zones, the effect of this proposed rule
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would not be significant because: (i) The
zones would encompass only a small
portion of the waterway; (ii) vessels
would be able to pass safely around the
zones; (iii) vessels may be allowed to
enter these zones on a case-by-case basis
with permission of the Captain of the
Port, or his designated representative;
and (iv) vessels are able to safely transit
around the zones while a vessel is
moored or at anchor in the San
Francisco Bay and Delta ports.

The size of the proposed zones are the
minimum necessary to provide adequate
protection for HIVs, their crews and
passengers, other vessels operating in
the vicinity of HIVs, adjoining areas and
the public. The entities most likely to be
affected are commercial vessels
transiting the main ship channel en
route to the San Francisco Bay and Delta
ports and pleasure craft engaged in
recreational activities and sightseeing.
The proposed security zones would
prohibit any commercial vessels from
meeting or overtaking an HIV in the
main ship channels, effectively
prohibiting use of the channels.
However, the moving security zones
would only be effective during HIV
transits, which would last for
approximately 30 minutes.

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601-612), we have considered
whether this proposed rule would have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The term “small entities” comprises
small businesses, not-for-profit
organizations that are independently
owned and operated and are not
dominant in their fields, and
governmental jurisdictions with
populations of less than 50,000.

The Coast Guard certifies under 5
U.S.C. 605(b) that this proposed rule
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. We expect this proposed rule
may affect owners and operators of
private and commercial vessels, some of
which may be small entities, intending
to transit or anchor in the small portions
of the waterway that are affected by
these security zones. The proposed
security zones would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities for
several reasons: Vessel traffic can pass
safely around the area and vessels
engaged in recreational activities,
sightseeing and commercial fishing have
ample space outside of the security
zones to engage in these activities.
When a HIV is at anchor, vessel traffic
would have ample room to maneuver
around the security zones. Small

entities and the maritime public would
be advised of these security zones via
public notice to mariners.

If you think that your business,
organization, or governmental
jurisdiction qualifies as a small entity
and that this rule would have a
significant economic impact on it,
please submit a comment (see
ADDRESSES) explaining why you think it
qualifies and how and to what degree
this rule would economically affect it.

Assistance for Small Entities

Under section 213(a) of the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121),
we want to assist small entities in
understanding this proposed rule so that
they can better evaluate its effects on
them and participate in the rulemaking.
If the proposed rule would affect your
small business, organization, or
governmental jurisdiction and you have
questions concerning its provisions or
options for compliance, please contact
Lieutenant Doug Ebbers, Waterways
Management Branch, U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Safety Office San Francisco Bay,
(510) 437-3073.

Collection of Information

This proposed rule would call for no
new collection of information under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501-3520).

Federalism

A rule has implications for federalism
under Executive Order 13132,
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct
effect on State or local governments and
would either preempt State law or
impose a substantial direct cost of
compliance on them. We have analyzed
this proposed rule under that Order and
have determined that it does not have
implications for federalism.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulatory actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or tribal government, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector of
$100,000,000 or more in any one year.
Though this proposed rule would not
result in such an expenditure, we do
discuss the effects of this proposed rule
elsewhere in this preamble.

Taking of Private Property

This proposed rule would not effect a
taking of private property or otherwise
have taking implications under
Executive Order 12630, Governmental

Actions and Interference with
Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights.

Civil Justice Reform

This proposed rule meets applicable
standards in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice
Reform, to minimize litigation,
eliminate ambiguity, and reduce
burden.

Protection of Children

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks. This rule is not an economically
significant rule and would not create an
environmental risk to health or risk to
safety that might disproportionately
affect children.

Indian Tribal Governments

This proposed rule does not have
tribal implications under Executive
Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, because it would not have
a substantial direct effect on one or
more Indian tribes, on the relationship
between the Federal Government and
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes.

Energy Effects

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. We have
determined that it is not a ““significant
energy action” under that order because
it is not a ““significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866 and is not
likely to have a significant adverse effect
on the supply, distribution, or use of
energy. The Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs
has not designated it as a significant
energy action. Therefore, it does not
require a Statement of Energy Effects
under Executive Order 13211.

Environment

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Commandant Instruction
M16475.1D, which guides the Coast
Guard in complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA)(42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and
have concluded that there are no factors
in this case that would limit the use of
a categorical exclusion under section
2.B.2 of the Instruction. Therefore, this
rule is categorically excluded, under
figure 2—1, paragraph (34)(g), of the
Instruction, from further environmental



Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Proposed Rules

64041

documentation because we are
establishing a security zone.

A draft “Environmental Analysis
Check List” and a draft “Categorical
Exclusion Determination” (CED) are
available in the docket where indicated
under ADDRESSES. Comments on this
section will be considered before we
make the final decision on whether the
rule should be categorically excluded
from further environmental review.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures,
Waterways.

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to
amend 33 CFR part 165 as follows:

PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS

1. The authority citation for part 165
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1226, 1231; 46 U.S.C.
Chapter 701; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR
1.05-1(g), 6.04—1, 6.04—6, and 160.5; Pub. L.
107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department of
Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1.

2. Revise §165.1183 to read as
follows:

§165.1183 Security Zones; Cruise Ships,
Tank Vessels and High Interest Vessels,
San Francisco Bay and Delta ports,
California.

(a) Definitions. As used in this
section—

(1) Cruise ship means a passenger
vessel, except for a ferry, over 100 feet
in length, authorized to carry more than
12 passengers for hire; making voyages
lasting more than 24 hours, any part of
which is on the high seas; and for which
passengers are embarked or
disembarked in the San Francisco Bay
and Delta ports.

(2) Tank vessel means any self-
propelled tank ship that is constructed
or adapted primarily to carry oil or
hazardous material in bulk as cargo or
cargo residue in the cargo spaces. The
definition of tank ship does not include
tank barges.

(3) High Interest Vessel or HIV means
any vessel deemed by the Captain of the
Port or higher authority as a vessel
requiring protection based upon risk
assessment analysis of the vessel and is
therefore escorted by a Coast Guard or
other law enforcement vessel with an
embarked Coast Guard commissioned,
warrant, or petty officer.

(b) Location. The following areas are
security zones:

(1) Zones for anchored vessels. All
waters, extending from the surface to

the sea floor, within 100 yards ahead,
astern and extending 100 yards along
either side of any cruise ship, tank
vessel or HIV that is anchored at a
designated anchorage within the San
Francisco Bay and Delta port areas
shoreward of the line drawn between
San Francisco Main Ship Channel buoys
7 and 8 (LLNR 4190 & 4195, positions
37°46.9' N, 122°35.4' W and 37°46.5' N,
122°35.2' W, respectively);

(2) Zones for moored or mooring
vessels. The shore area and all waters,
extending from the surface to the sea
floor, within 100 yards ahead, astern
and extending 100 yards along either
side of any cruise ship, tank vessel or
HIV that is moored, or in the process of
mooring, at any berth within the San
Francisco Bay and Delta port areas
shoreward of the line drawn between
San Francisco Main Ship Channel buoys
7 and 8 (LLNR 4190 & 4195, positions
37°46.9' N, 122°35.4' W and 37°46.5' N,
122°35.2' W, respectively); and

(3) Zones for vessels underway. All
waters of the San Francisco Bay and
Delta port areas, extending from the
surface to the sea floor, within 100 yards
ahead, astern and extending 100 yards
along either side of any cruise ship, tank
vessel or HIV that is underway
shoreward of the line drawn between
San Francisco Main Ship Channel buoys
7 and 8 (LLNR 4190 & 4195, positions
37°46.9' N, 122° 35.4' W and 37°46.5' N,
122°35.2' W, respectively).

(c) Regulations. (1) In accordance with
the general regulations in § 165.33 of
this part, entry into or remaining in this
zone is prohibited unless authorized by
the Coast Guard Captain of the Port, San
Francisco Bay, or his designated
representative.

(2) Persons desiring to transit the area
of the security zone may contact the
Captain of the Port at telephone number
415-399-3547 or on VHF-FM channel
16 (156.8 MHz) to seek permission to do
so. If permission is granted, all persons
and vessels must comply with the
instructions of the Captain of the Port or
his or her designated representative.

(3) When a cruise ship, tank vessel or
HIV approaches within 100 yards of a
vessel that is moored, or anchored, the
stationary vessel must stay moored or
anchored while it remains within the
cruise ship, tank vessel or HIV’s security
zone unless it is either ordered by, or
given permission from, the COTP San
Francisco Bay to do otherwise.

(d) Authority. In addition to 33 U.S.C.
1231, the authority for this section
includes 33 U.S.C. 1226.

(e) Enforcement. The U.S. Coast
Guard may be assisted in the patrol and
enforcement of the security zone by
local law enforcement as necessary.

Dated: October 24, 2003.
Gerald M. Swanson,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the
Port, San Francisco Bay, California.

[FR Doc. 03—28329 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-15-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 355

[FRL-7585-4]

RIN 2050-AE42

Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act; Extremely

Hazardous Substances List; Proposed
Deletion of Phosmet

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is proposing to delete
phosmet from the list of extremely
hazardous substances (EHS) under the
Emergency Planning and Community
Right to Know Act (EPCRA). EPA is
proposing this change in response to a
petition submitted by the registrant of
the pesticide in which they argue that
phosmet should be removed from the
EHS list because there are no valid data
that indicate the chemical meets the
listing criteria. Facilities with phosmet
on-site would no longer be required to
comply with State Emergency Response
Commission (SERC) and Local
Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)
requirements for the chemical phosmet.
In addition, facilities with phosmet
would no longer have to file an
emergency and hazardous chemical
inventory form and Material Safety Data
Sheet (MSDS) under EPCRA for
phosmet with their SERC, LEPC and
local fire department for amounts less
than 10,000 pounds.

DATES: Comments: Comments must be
submitted on or before January 12, 2004.
ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted electronically, or through
hand delivery/courier or by mail. Send
an original and two copies of your
comments to: SUPERFUND Docket
Information Center, Environmental
Protection Agency, Mailcode: 5305T,
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC, 20460, Attention
Docket ID No. SFUND-2003-0007.
Follow the detailed instructions as
provided in the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION section.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information, contact the
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Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Hotline at 800—424-9346
or TDD 800-553-7672 (hearing
impaired). In the Washington, DC,
metropolitan area, call 703—412-9810 or
TDD 703-412-3323. For more detailed
information on specific aspects of this
rulemaking, contact Kathy Franklin,
phone 202-564-7987; email:
franklin.kathy@epa.gov

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Does This Notice Apply to Me?

A. Affected Entities: Entities that
would be affected by this section are
those organizations and facilities subject
to 40 CFR part 355—Emergency
Planning and Emergency Release
Notification Requirements and 40 CFR
part 370—Hazardous Chemical
Reporting. To determine whether your
facility is affected by this action, you
should carefully examine the
applicability provisions at 40 CFR part
355 and 40 CFR part 370. Entities
potentially affected by this action are
facilities that distribute phosmet as a
pesticide for commercial use and farms
that store, handle and apply phosmet to
variety of fruit, nut, and field crops. If
you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a
particular entity, consult the person(s)
listed in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section.

II. How Can I Get Copies of This
Document and Other Related
Information?

Docket. EPA has established an
official docket for this action under
Docket ID No. SFUND-2003-0007. The
official docket consists of the
documents specifically referenced in
this action, any public comments
received, and other information related
to this action. Although a part of the
official docket, the public docket does
not include Confidential Business
Information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
The public docket is the collection of
materials that is available for public
viewing at SUPERFUND Docket in the
EPA Docket Center, (EPA/DC) EPA
West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. This
Docket Facility is open from 8:30 a.m.
to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
excluding legal holidays. The telephone
number for the Public Reading Room is
(202) 566—1744, and the telephone
number for the SUPERFUND Docket is
(202) 566—0270. You may copy up to
100 pages from any regulatory
document at no cost. Additional copies
are $0.15 per page.

Electronic Access. You may access
this Federal Register document
electronically through the EPA Internet
under the “Federal Register” listings at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr.

An electronic version of the public
docket is available through EPA’s
electronic public docket and comment
system, EPA Dockets. You may use EPA
Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/edocket/
to submit or view public comments,
access the index listing of the contents
of the public docket, and access those
documents in the public docket that are
available electronically. Once in the
system, select “search,” then key in the
appropriate docket identification
number.

Certain types of information will not
be placed in the EPA Dockets.
Information claimed as CBI and other
information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute, which is not
included in the official public docket,
will not be available for public viewing
in EPA’s electronic public docket. EPA’s
policy is that copyrighted material will
not be placed in EPA’s electronic public
docket but will be available only in
printed, paper form in the official public
docket. Although not all docket
materials may be available
electronically, you may still access any
of the publicly available docket
materials through the docket facility.
EPA intends to work toward providing
electronic access to all of the publicly
available docket materials through
EPA'’s electronic public docket.

For public commenters, it is
important to note that EPA’s policy is
that public comments, whether
submitted electronically or in paper,
will be made available for public
viewing in EPA’s electronic public
docket as EPA receives them and
without change, unless the comment
contains copyrighted material, CBI, or
other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. When EPA
identifies a comment containing
copyrighted material, EPA will provide
a reference to that material in the
version of the comment that is placed in
EPA’s electronic public docket. The
entire printed comment, including the
copyrighted material, will be available
in the public docket.

Public comments submitted on
computer disks that are mailed or
delivered to the docket will be
transferred to EPA’s electronic public
docket. Public comments that are
mailed or delivered to the Docket will
be scanned and placed in EPA’s
electronic public docket. Where
practical, physical objects will be
photographed, and the photograph will
be placed in EPA’s electronic public

docket along with a brief description
written by the docket staff.

For additional information about
EPA’s electronic public docket visit EPA
Dockets online or see 67 FR 38102, May
31, 2002.

II1. How and To Whom Do I Submit
Comments?

You may submit comments
electronically, by mail, or through hand
delivery/courier. To ensure proper
receipt by EPA, identify the appropriate
docket identification number in the
subject line on the first page of your
comment. Please ensure that your
comments are submitted within the
specified comment period. Comments
received after the close of the comment
period will be marked ““late.” EPA is not
required to consider these late
comments.

Electronically. If you submit an
electronic comment as prescribed
below, EPA recommends that you
include your name, mailing address,
and an e-mail address or other contact
information in the body of your
comment. Also include this contact
information on the outside of any disk
or CD ROM you submit, and in any
cover letter accompanying the disk or
CD ROM. This ensures that you can be
identified as the submitter of the
comment and allows EPA to contact you
in case EPA cannot read your comment
due to technical difficulties or needs
further information on the substance of
your comment. EPA’s policy is that EPA
will not edit your comment, and any
identifying or contact information
provided in the body of a comment will
be included as part of the comment that
is placed in the official public docket,
and made available in EPA’s electronic
public docket. If EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
EPA may not be able to consider your
comment.

Your use of EPA’s electronic public
docket to submit comments to EPA
electronically is EPA’s preferred method
for receiving comments. Go directly to
EPA Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/
edocket, and follow the online
instructions for submitting comments.
To access EPA’s electronic public
docket from the EPA Internet Home
Page, select “Information Sources,”
“Dockets,” and “EPA Dockets.” Once in
the system, select ““search,” and then
key in Docket ID No. SFUND-2003—
0007. The system is an “anonymous
access” system, which means EPA will
not know your identity, e-mail address,
or other contact information unless you
provide it in the body of your comment.
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Comments may be sent by electronic
mail (e-mail) to
superfund.docket@epa.gov, Attention
Docket ID No. SFUND-2003-0007. In
contrast to EPA’s electronic public
docket, EPA’s e-mail system is not an
“anonymous access’’ system. If you
send an e-mail comment directly to the
Docket without going through EPA’s
electronic public docket, EPA’s e-mail
system automatically captures your e-
mail address. E-mail addresses that are
automatically captured by EPA’s e-mail
system are included as part of the
comment that is placed in the official
public docket, and made available in
EPA’s electronic public docket.

You may submit comments on a disk
or CD ROM that you mail to the mailing
address identified in the following
paragraph. These electronic submissions
will be accepted in WordPerfect or
ASCII file format. Avoid the use of
special characters and any form of
encryption.

By Mail. Send an original and two
copies of your comments to:
SUPERFUND Docket Information
Center, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Mailcode: 5305T, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC, 20460, Attention Docket ID No.
SFUND-2003-0007.

By Hand Delivery or Courier. Deliver
your comments to: SUPERFUND Docket
Information Center (EPA/DC) EPA West,
Room B102, 1301 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC. Attention Docket
1D No. SFUND-2003-0007. Such
deliveries are only accepted during the
Docket’s normal hours of operation as
identified in the “How Can I Get Copies
of This Document and Other Related
Information?” section.

IV. How Should I Submit CBI to the
Agency?

Do not submit information that you
consider to be confidential business
information (CBI) electronically through
EPA’s electronic public docket or by e-
mail. Send or deliver information
identified as CBI only to the following
address: SUPERFUND CBI Document
Control Officer (5305T), U.S. EPA, 1200
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20460, Attention
Docket ID No. SFUND-2003-0007. You
may claim information that you submit
to EPA as CBI by marking any part or
all of that information as CBI (if you
submit CBI on disk or CD ROM, mark
the outside of the disk or CD ROM as
CBI and then identify electronically
within the disk or CD ROM the specific
information that is CBI). Information so
marked will not be disclosed except in
accordance with procedures set forth in
40 CFR, Part 2.

In addition to one complete version of
the comment that includes any
information claimed as CBI, a copy of
the comment that does not contain the
information claimed as CBI must be
submitted for inclusion in the public
docket and EPA’s electronic public
docket. If you submit the copy that does
not contain CBI on disk or CD ROM,
mark the outside of the disk or CD ROM
clearly that it does not contain CBIL
Information not marked as CBI will be
included in the public docket and EPA’s
electronic public docket without prior
notice. If you have any questions about
CBI or the procedures for claiming CBI,
please consult the person identified in
the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
section.

V. What Should I Consider as I Prepare
My Comments for EPA?

You may find the following
suggestions helpful for preparing your
comments:

1. Explain your views as clearly as
possible.

2. Describe any assumptions that you
used.

3. Provide any technical information
and/or data you used that support your
views.

4. If you estimate potential burden or
costs, explain how you arrived at your
estimate.

5. Provide specific examples to
illustrate your concerns.

6. Offer alternatives.

7. Make sure to submit your
comments by the comment period
deadline identified.

8. To ensure proper receipt by EPA,
identify the appropriate docket
identification number in the subject line
on the first page of your response. It
would also be helpful if you provided
the name, date, and Federal Register
citation related to your comments.

I. Introduction and Background
A. Statutory Authority
B. Background
1. Regulatory Background
2. Gowan’s Petition to Delist Phosmet
II. The EHS Listing Criteria
A. Primary Listing Criteria
B. Secondary Listing Criteria
C. Toxicity Data Sources
III. Proposed Modification of EHS List
A. Basis of Phosmet Listing
B. Gowan’s Phosmet Petition
C. Review of Phosmet Acute Toxicity Data
1. Phosmet Acute Inhalation Toxicity
2. Phosmet Acute Dermal Toxicity
3. Phosmet Acute Oral Toxicity
4. Phosmet Oral Mouse Study (Haley et al.,
1975)
5. Phosmet Oral Mouse Study (Gowan
2002)
IV. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995

I. Introduction and Background

A. Statutory Authority

This proposed rule is issued under
sections 302 and 328 of the Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA).

B. Background

On October 17, 1986, the President
signed into law the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (SARA), Pub. L. 99-499 (1986).
Title III of SARA established a program
designed to require state and local
planning and preparedness for spills or
releases of hazardous substances and to
provide the public and local
governments with information
concerning potential chemical hazards
in their communities. This program is
codified as the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986
(EPCRA), 42 U.S.C. 11001-11050.

Subtitle A of EPCRA establishes the
framework for local emergency
planning. The statute requires that EPA
publish a list of “extremely hazardous
substances” (EHSs). The EHS list was
established by EPA to identify chemical
substances which could cause serious
irreversible health effects from
accidental releases (51 FR 13378). EPA
had previously published this list as the
list of acutely toxic chemicals in
November 1985, in Appendix A of the
Chemical Emergency Preparedness
Program Interim Guidance (CEPP
Guidance). The Agency was also
directed to establish “threshold
planning quantities” (TPQs) for each
extremely hazardous substance.

Under EPCRA section 302, a facility
which has on-site an EHS in excess of
its TPQ must notify the State Emergency
Response Commission (SERC) and Local
Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)
as well as participate in local emergency
planning activities. The facility must
also report accidental releases in excess
of the Reportable Quantity (RQ) to the
LEPC and SERC. Under EPCRA section
311 and 312, some facilities with
phosmet on-site in excess of its TPQ are
required to submit an emergency and
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hazardous chemical inventory form and
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS)
required for phosmet with their SERC,
LEPC and local fire department.
However, facilities that apply phosmet
to crops as a pesticide, do not have to
file the inventory form or MSDS because
chemicals that are used at facilities in
routine agricultural operations are not
included as hazardous chemicals
subject to the reporting requirements.

The purpose of the extremely
hazardous substance list is to focus
initial efforts in the development of
State and local contingency plans.
Inclusion of a chemical on the EHS list
does not mean state or local
communities should ban or otherwise
restrict use of a listed chemical. Rather,
such identification indicates a need for
the community to undertake a program
to investigate and evaluate the potential
for accidental exposure associated with
the production, storage or handling of
the chemical at a particular site.

1. Regulatory Background

The list of extremely hazardous
substances and their threshold planning
quantities are codified in 40 CFR part
355, Appendices A & B. EPA first
published the EHS list and TPQs along
with the methodology for determining
threshold planning quantities as an
interim final rule on November 17, 1986
(51 FR 41573-41579 and 41580 ). In the
final rule, EPA made a number of
revisions to the interim final rule (52 FR
13387, April 22, 1987). Among other
things, the final rule republished the
EHS list, with the addition of four new
chemicals and revised the methodology
for determining some TPQs. Details of
the methodology used to determine
whether to list a substance as an
extremely hazardous substance and for
deriving the threshold planning
quantities are found in the November
1986 and April 1987 Federal Register
notices and in technical support
documents in the rulemaking records.
These records are found in Superfund
Docket No. 300PQ.

EPA has since received a number of
petitions to amend the EHS list. To date,
46 chemicals have been delisted from
the EHS list in previous rulemakings
because they did not meet the toxicity
criteria for the list and were originally
listed under section 302 in error.

2. Gowan’s Petition to Delist Phosmet

EPA received a petition dated August
8, 1996 from Gowan Company to delete
the chemical phosmet from the EHS list
under Section 302 of EPCRA. Gowan
believes that listing of phosmet was
based on an inappropriate toxicity study
and argues that phosmet should be

removed from the EHS list because there
are no valid data that indicate the
chemical meets the listing criteria.
Phosmet (O,0-dimethyl-S-
phthalimidomethylphosphorodithioate,
CAS No. 732-11-6) is a pink to white
crystalline solid with chemical formula
C11H12NO4PS,. Tt is slightly soluble in
water and has a relatively low vapor
pressure. It is a non-systemic
organophosphate insecticide used for
agricultural crop protection in fruit, nut
and certain field crops. It is also used on
trees and ornamental plants. According
to EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs
(OPP), approximately 1,250,000 pounds
active ingredient (a.i.) of phosmet are
used annually. Technical grade phosmet
contains approximately 94% phosmet.
Products containing phosmet can be in
the form of dusts, emulsifiable
concentrates, soluble concentrates, and
wettable powders and can contain
varying amounts of the active ingredient
phosmet. More information on phosmet
can be found in the February 2003
Technical Background Document:
Proposed Rule to Delist Phosmet from
the EHS List, available in the docket.

II. The EHS Listing Criteria

As previously described, in November
1985, EPA published a list of substances
in Appendix A of the “Chemical
Emergency Preparedness Program
Interim Guidance.” Under section
302(a) of EPCRA, Congress required
EPA to adopt that same list as the EHS
list. Appendix A defines the list of
chemicals as those “‘for which an acute
toxicity measure has a value meeting the
criteria stated in Chapter 6” of the
November 1985 Interim Guidance. The
listing criteria discussed in Chapter 6
are the same criteria referenced and
discussed in EPA’s interim final and
final rules establishing the EHS list.
Those criteria contain two sets of
numerical acute toxicity measures. For
purposes of clarification in today’s
rulemaking, EPA will refer to the two
sets of numerical acute toxicity criteria
as the primary listing criteria and the
secondary listing criteria. In developing
these criteria, the Agency presumed that
humans may be as sensitive as the most
sensitive mammalian species tested.

A. Primary Listing Criteria

The primary acute toxicity criteria
are, based on data from mammalian
testing:

Inhalation LCsp < 0.5 milligrams per
liter of air (mg/L) (for exposure time
< 8 hours), or

Dermal LDso <50 milligrams per

kilogram of body weight (mg/kg), or

LDsg < 25 Inlllygrams per kilogram
of body weight (mg/kg)

Oral

LCso is the median lethal
concentration, defined as the
concentration level at which 50 percent
of the test animals died when exposed
by inhalation for a specified time
period.

LDso is the median lethal dose,
defined as the dose at which 50 percent
of the test animals died during
exposure.

B. Secondary Listing Criteria

EPA included on the EHS list other
chemicals that did not meet the primary
acute toxicity criteria. These were added
based on the secondary acute toxicity
criteria below as well as the following
factors: Large volume production and
known risk, as indicated by the fact that
some of the chemicals have caused
death and injury in accidents.

The secondary acute toxicity criteria
are, based on data from mammalian
testing:

Inhalation LCso < 2 mg/L for exposure
time of < 8 hours, or

Dermal LDsg <400 mg/kg or

Oral LDso <200 mg/kg

The chemical with the lowest
production volume that was included as
an EHS based on the secondary criteria
and high production volume, had an
annual production volume of 30 million
pounds. In addition to high production
chemicals meeting these criteria, several
other chemicals slightly less toxic than
the secondary criteria, were listed
because of their recognized toxicity as a
chemical of concern or known hazard;
for example several of them have caused
death or injury in accidents.

The selection criteria were designed
as screening tools to identify highly
acute toxic chemicals. The specific
values chosen are recognized by the
scientific community as indicating a
high potential for acute toxicity, and
chemicals meeting the toxicity criteria
are considered potentially hazardous.
Even with the amount of animal data
that are available, some chemicals have
no standard acute toxicity test data.

In choosing chemicals for the EHS
list, EPA matched the criteria against all
mammalian test data for all chemicals.
A chemical was identified as acutely
toxic according to these criteria if
mammalian acute toxicity data for any
one of the three routes of administration
was equal to or less than the numerical
criteria specified for that route. The
Agency used LC_o or LD, o data for a
chemical in cases where median lethal
concentration or dose (LCsp or LDsg )
were not available. The lethal
concentration low (LCLo) and the lethal
dose low (LD_o) are the lowest
concentration in air or the lowest dose
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in milligrams of chemical per kilogram
of body weight, respectively, at which
any test animals died. These values may
be more variable than those provided
from median lethality tests, but for the
purposes of screening large numbers of
chemicals, it was deemed necessary to
provide a second level screening tool in
preference to missing potentially toxic
chemicals because they were not
adequately tested. For inhalation data,
the Agency chose to use LCso and LCio
values with exposure periods up to
eight hours or even with no reported
exposure period. EPA recognized that
this was a conservative approach, but
did not want to miss any acutely toxic
chemical of concern.

The Agency also used lethality data
from the most sensitive mammalian
species and not only those from rats
because it was not possible to predict
which species is the appropriate
surrogate for humans for a given
chemical. In addition, because
populations are heterogeneous and
individuals are expected to vary
considerably in their sensitivity to
chemical substances, the Agency
assumed that humans may be as
sensitive as the most sensitive
mammalian species tested.

C. Toxicity Data Sources

When the initial list was developed,
the Agency used acute toxicity data
from the Registry of Toxic Effects of
Chemical Substances (RTECS),
maintained by the National Institute of
Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH). The RTECS data was
compared with the EHS listing toxicity
criteria (both primary and secondary).
The RTECS data base was used as the
principal source of toxicity data for
identifying acutely toxic chemicals
because it represents the most
comprehensive repository of acute
toxicity information available with basic
toxicity information and other data on
more than 79,000 chemicals. Although
RTECS is not formally peer-reviewed,
data from RTECS is widely accepted
and used as a toxicity data source by
industry and regulatory agencies alike.
The data presented are from scientific
literature which has been edited by the
scientific community before
publication.

IIL. Proposed Modification of EHS List
A. Basis of Phosmet Listing

Phosmet was originally listed on the
EHS list because a four-hour rat
inhalation LCsp of 0.054 mg/L, reported
in the 1985 RTECS database, met the
EHS primary toxicity inhalation criteria
of LCsp < 0.5 mg/L. The value in RTECS

was cited from a 1982 Russian
publication, which was a compilation of
toxicity data for many chemicals.

The TPQ for phosmet depends on its
physical state. As a solid, phosmet has
a TPQ of 10 pounds if it: (1) Is a powder
with particle size less than 100 microns,
(2) is in molten form, (3) is in solution,
or (4) has a National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) reactivity rating of
2, 3, or 4. Otherwise, the TPQ for
phosmet is 10,000 pounds.

B. Gowan’s Phosmet Petition

Gowan Company of Yuma, Arizona
submitted to EPA a petition dated
August 8, 1996 requesting that EPA
remove phosmet from the EHS list
because it does not meet the toxicity
criteria. During EPA’s review of the
petition, Gowan submitted additional
toxicity data and other information. EPA
also reviewed acute toxicity data for
phosmet previously submitted to EPA’s
Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) for
the registration of phosmet as a
pesticide. Gowan argued that the
inhalation LCsg (rat) value of 0.054 mg/
liter/4 hours, as cited in RTECS, is
unverifiable because the experimental
details, study protocol, and quality
control procedures are unavailable.
Without these experimental details,
Gowan maintained that it is impossible
to reconstruct and validate the original
experiment. In addition, Gowan asserted
that this LCsp value is inconsistent with
all other available inhalation toxicity
data for technical grade (95% purity or
higher) phosmet. Gowan also asserted
that the phosmet technical grade does
not meet the toxicity criteria for listing
as an EHS following exposure by the
oral or dermal routes, as indicated by a
number of experimental studies. Gowan
submitted with their petition data from
a number of acute inhalation toxicity
tests which they believe show that
phosmet technical poses a low risk of
acute toxicity by inhalation, as
indicated by the absence of mortality
when test animals were exposed to
phosmet vapor or dust. Gowan also
claimed that the toxicity studies on
phosmet formulations, including
wettable powders and liquid
formulations, indicate that these
phosmet products do not meet the
criteria for the EHS list.

Because phosmet is not a high
production chemical (less than 2
million pounds annually), EPA focused
its efforts on evaluating whether the
existing toxicity data meets the primary
listing criteria. In addition to the
phosmet toxicity data submitted by
Gowan and available data from OPP,
EPA found data from acute mouse oral
toxicity studies identified from a search

of toxicity databases and literature. In
July 2001, Gowan supplied EPA with
data from five acute oral mouse studies
and EPA obtained a journal article on an
acute mouse oral toxicity study
conducted by the National Center for
Toxicological Research (NCTR) of the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA).
More details of the phosmet toxicity
studies and their evaluation can be
found in the February 2003 Technical
Background Document: Proposed Rule
to Delist Phosmet from the EHS List
available in the public docket.

C. Review of Phosmet Acute Toxicity
Data

1. Phosmet Acute Inhalation Toxicity

The four-hour rat inhalation LCsp of
0.054 mg/L, reported in 1985 RTECS
was cited from a Russian publication
(Izmerov et al. 1982. Toxicometric
Parameters of Industrial Toxic Chemical
Under Single Exposure) which
contained compiled toxicity values for
many chemicals, but no study details. In
both the Russian and English translation
version of this document, the chemical
structure given for phosmet is incorrect,
which led Gowan to assert that there
was some uncertainty as to whether the
chemical being tested was indeed
phosmet. EPA was not able to obtain the
actual phosmet toxicity study
conducted by a Russian researcher L.P.
Danilenko, but was able to obtain a
translation of a Russian 1969 journal
article by Danilenko that discussed the
rat inhalation study and the results.
Based on the chemical name and
chemical synonyms (O,0-dimethyl-
phthalimidio-methyl-dithiophosphate
or phthalophos) used in (Danilenko
1969), EPA believes the chemical being
tested was indeed phosmet. No
chemical structure was given in the
article.

In Danilenko (1969), the following
acute toxicity results were reported for
phthalophos, also known as Imidan or
phosmet: a four-hour rat inhalation LCso
of 54 mg/m3 (0.054 mg/L); a four-hour
rat inhalation LC o of 31 mg/m?3 (0.031
mg/L); and a four-hour cat inhalation
LCLo of 65 mg/m? (0.065 mg/L). The
tests were performed using an aqueous
emulsion of phthalophos (phosmet) on
albino rats and cats. The animals were
exposed to a liquid aerosol produced by
atomization of the preparation with a
special sprayer (Boitenko). The
concentration of phthalophos (phosmet)
in the chamber air was determined by
a thin-layer chromatographic method.

However, the Danilenko (1969) article
severely lacks key details of the
experimental methods, such as the
purity of phosmet, extent of animal
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body exposure, possibility of other
routes of exposure, specific emulsion
components and their toxicity. The
phosmet used in the experiment was
manufactured in the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR) by a research
institute using an unknown method.
With the number of unanswered key
questions regarding the experimental
protocol, EPA has determined that the
results in this paper are insufficient to
provide the basis for the continued
listing of phosmet on the EHS list.

EPA evaluated more than 20 other
inhalation studies of technical grade
phosmet (294% phosmet) and other
phosmet formulations, such as wettable
powders and emulsions. The testing
exposure routes included vapor,
particulates and aerosols. Only three of
these inhalation studies produced any
mortality. The LCso data from these
three studies were not in the range of
the LCsp value in the Russian study and
did not meet the primary toxicity listing
criteria of 0.5 mg/L. Of these three
studies, results of one study with
mortality were not considered
appropriate to use because the phosmet
formulation contained methylene
chloride, a toxic component. Another
study conducted in 1994, exposed rats
to aerosols from an emulsion containing
27.5% phosmet and 8.4% naphthalenes.
The aerosols were respirable-sized
having a mass median aerodynamic
diameter (MMAD) of 1.5-2.2 microns
(Mm). This study resulted in a LCso of
1.19 mg/L for male rats and 0.845 mg/
L for females. A third study conducted
in 1995 reported a LCsp of 1.6 mg/L for
rats and exposed the animals to a 70%
phosmet particulates having a MMAD of
1.61 to 2.38 microns (um).

Given the uncertainties with the
inhalation toxicity data from
(Danilenko, 1969) and based on the
Agency’s review of all the acute
inhalation toxicity data for phosmet,
EPA believes that there are no
inhalation data meeting the primary
listing criteria for phosmet of sufficient
reliability or quality to support the
listing of phosmet as an EHS chemical.
As a result, EPA has decided to remove
this inhalation value from consideration
for the purpose of listing phosmet as an
EHS. EPA solicits comments on the
validity of the available inhalation
toxicity studies to support listing of
phosmet as an EHS based on the listing
criteria for inhalation toxicity. EPA
invites submission of any valid acute
inhalation toxicity studies not already
made available to EPA. EPA’s review of
all currently available acute inhalation
toxicity studies can be found in the
February 2003 Technical Background
Document: Proposed Rule to Delist

Phosmet from the EHS List available in
the public docket.

2. Phosmet Acute Dermal Toxicity

EPA undertook review of existing
acute dermal toxicity data for phosmet.
EPA could find no dermal toxicity data
that met the primary dermal listing
criteria of LDso < 50 mg/kg. The lowest
test results for technical phosmet
indicated that the dermal LDso is greater
than 3160 mg/kg.

3. Phosmet Acute Oral Toxicity

Gowan submitted several acute rat
oral studies in 1996, for technical grade
phosmet and phosmet powder and
emulsion formulations. None of the rat
LDsp values from these studies met the
EHS listing criteria, even when the
percentage of inert ingredients in the
formulation was taken into account. The
lowest reported rat oral LDso for
technical grade phosmet (96.1%) is 113
mg/kg, which does not exceed the
primary oral listing criteria of 25 mg/kg.
The lowest reported rat oral LDso for a
phosmet formulation of 70% dust is 147
mg/kg (73.5 mg/kg based on active
ingredient). Even when adjusted for the
percentage active ingredient, this dose
still does not exceed the criteria of 25
mg/kg.

Subsequently, EPA retrieved LDso
values from six mouse oral studies on
technical grade phosmet from toxicity
databases and the literature. Gowan was
able to supply five of the mouse studies,
which had been conducted by Stauffer
Chemical Company. EPA also reviewed
oral acute toxicity data available from
OPP. Review of the six acute mouse oral
studies indicates that mice are more
sensitive than rats to phosmet. One
mouse study conducted by Stauffer
Chemical Company in 1971 reported a
phosmet technical LDsg of 23.3 mg/kg
for mice for technical grade phosmet,
percentage unspecified . Another study
conducted by researchers at NCTR
(Haley et al., 1975) reported LDso results
of 23.1 and 24.9 mg/kg for males and
female mice, respectively for 99.5%
phosmet. Other acute oral studies of
technical grade phosmet with mice had
LDso results varying from 36.9 to 51 mg/
kg. For a phosmet powder formulation,
the lowest reported oral LDso was 79.4
mg/kg in mice for 50% phosmet
wettable powder. These studies are
discussed in more detail in the February
2003 Technical Background Document:
Proposed Rule to Delist Phosmet from
the EHS List, available in the public
docket.

The oral mouse LDs of 23.3 mg/kg for
phosmet technical resulted from testing
a material called Imidan-EDC. Phosmet
is also known by the name “Imidan.”

Gowan stated that EDC (ethylene
dichloride or dichloroethane), was a
solvent used in the initial synthesis step
of a discontinued process and that the
impurity profile is not known. Gowan
was not sure whether this product was
ever registered for commercial use by
Stauffer, who was the previous pesticide
registrant with EPA. Gowan never
utilized the EDC process and currently
uses a benzene process to manufacture
technical phosmet, the product
currently registered with EPA.
According to Gowan, Stauffer also
licensed the phosmet-benzene process
as a registrant with EPA. The Stauffer
researchers determined the mouse oral
LDso for Imidan-Benzene to be 43 mg/
kg. The greater toxicity observed for
technical phosmet synthesized via the
EDC route presumably may have been
due to impurities resulting from the
starting material, incomplete synthesis,
degradation or other syntheses method-
specific factors. Gowan believes that the
“Imidan-EDC” phosmet is an
inappropriate test substance. Because of
these uncertainties, EPA does not
believe the Imidan-EDC results are
representative for the phosmet
manufactured and registered with EPA
by either Stauffer Chemical (former
pesticide registrant) or Gowan Company
(current pesticide registrant). Therefore,
EPA removed these values from
consideration for EHS listing purposes.

4. Phosmet Oral Mouse Study (Haley et
al., 1975)

Only one other study (Haley et al.,
1975) reported results with an LDsg < 25
mg/kg. This study examined the acute
oral toxicity of five organophosphate
pesticides (including Imidan or
phosmet) in a total of three experiments:
a range finding experiment, a pilot
experiment, and a main experiment
designed to estimate an LD; value and
extrapolate an LDo; value. LDso values
for phosmet were reported from the
pilot study as 25.2 and 23.1 mg/kg for
males and females, respectively and
from the main study as 23.1 and 24.9
mg/kg for males and females,
respectively. The study was conducted
by the National Center for Toxicological
Research (FDA), Arkansas. After
reviewing this information, Gowan
made several arguments why the
information in the Haley study was
insufficient to support the listing of
phosmet as an EHS.

Haley et al. (1975) conducted two
dose response experiments, a pilot
study (100 mice) and a main study (660
mice). A linear regression was
developed from the pilot results. The
LDso and its confidence intervals, and
the slope of the regression and its
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confidence intervals are provided in the
journal article. Using this regression,
dOSGS fOI‘ LDl, LDz, LD4, LDS, LD]_G, LD32,
and LDes were taken from the regression
and used in the main study. The goal of
the study was to estimate the LD, and
extrapolate the LDg 1. For the pilot study
the actual doses and number of animals
killed are not presented. The LD;, LDss,
and LDso results only, by sex, were
presented in a table in Haley et al.
(1975) as predicted doses from the pilot
study and calculated doses from the
main study. The actual doses in the
main study were chosen based on the
results from the pilot study. The log of
actual doses and percentage of animals
killed are presented in a graph for each
sex, except the value of the LD> for
males which gave an aberrant response.

One of Gowan'’s key criticisms of
Haley et al. (1975) was that no mortality
data was presented from the pilot
experiment and complete data from the
main experiment is presented only in
graphical form. Because the actual doses
and animals killed at each dose are not
cited, Gowan stated that the LDsg results
cannot be replicated or confirmed. EPA
agrees with Gowan that the lack of
tabulated mortality data is a serious flaw
in this experiment. EPA attempted to
recover the actual mortality data from
the National Center for Toxicological
Research, but the NCTR was not able to
recover it. Gowan also raised other
issues regarding Haley et al. (1975)
which included the variations in main
study mortality response, lack of
information on the use of control data,
and other questions or potential
problems with the study methodology
or design. The Agency addresses these
issues in detail in the technical
background document supporting this
rulemaking.

5. Phosmet Oral Mouse Study (Gowan
2002)

Because of the uncertainties
surrounding verification of results of the
Haley study, EPA proposed conducting
a new acute oral mouse LDsg study
using the Up-And-Down Method, as
described in the Office of Prevention,
Pesticides and Toxic Substances
(OPPTS) new Harmonized Test
Guideline 870.1100 for Acute Oral
Toxicity. This guideline has been
adopted by the Federal Interagency
Coordinating Committee on the
Validation of Alternative Methods
(ICCVAM), the Organization for
Economic Coordination and
Development (OECD) and EPA’s Science
Advisory Panel (SAP). EPA’s
participation in ICCVAM is part of the
Agency’s commitment to support testing
that reduces the use of animals.

Before EPA initiated the new test,
Gowan decided to conduct its own
acute toxicity study in mice. Based on
its review of the existing toxicity data
and the recommended test method, EPA
provided Gowan with the recommended
test method and comments on Gowan’s
draft test protocol. EPA recommended
that Gowan test at multiple dose levels
using the Up and Down Procedure
(UDP) for acute oral toxicity. (See
Docket for test method and comments
provided to Gowan.)

Gowan completed its study of mouse
responses to acute oral exposure to
phosmet in December 2002. Their study
planned to dose 20 female mice at 40
mg/kg, initially, with subsequent doses
tested, if warranted. Twenty female
mice were administered 40 mg/kg by
oral gavage. After 14 days observation,
there were no mortalities. Because no
mortality occurred at 40 mg/kg, Gowan
saw no need to conduct further tests.
Thus, Gowan conducted a single dose
study rather than an LDs test. Gowan
believes the test results confirm that the
oral LDs of phosmet exceeds 25 mg/kg
listing criterion and that there is no
basis for continuing to list phosmet as
an Extremely Hazardous Substance.

The study results have been carefully
reviewed by a cross-agency ad hoc
committee whose consensus was that
the Gowan study seemed to confirm the
oral mouse LDsp results from most of the
previous literature studies, which
showed LDsps greater than EHS listing
criterion of 25 mg/kg. EPA believes that
the new test results support the
conclusion that the acute oral LDsg of
phosmet exceeds 25 mg/kg and that
phosmet should be removed from the
EHS list. The Gowan study appears to
be sound and conducted properly
according to Good Laboratory Practices,
although it is only for a single dose. The
large number of mice (20) tested at a
much higher concentration than the
EHS List criterion supports the
probability that the acute oral mouse
LDsp is greater than 25 mg/kg . In
addition, Gowan had done a thorough
chemical analysis of the phosmet
material that was administered to the
animals.

Normally EPA would not accept a
single dose study for drawing
conclusions about the LDsg for a
chemical. However, the Agency believes
this study can be used in its analysis
because of existing data indicating the
approximate range of probable LDso
values and data showing that phosmet
has a steep dose-response curve.
Although the new test did not follow
new acute oral toxicity testing
guidelines, the test results are consistent
with the variability of individual animal

dose response seen in existing oral
mouse LDsp studies.

Phosmet is an organophosphate
pesticide, with known lethal and toxic
human health effects. However, after
careful consideration of all of the
toxicity data, EPA proposes that
phosmet should be delisted from the
EHS list for the following reasons: (1)
The mouse oral LDsg data that meet the
criteria from the Haley et al. (1975)
study have a number of deficiencies that
increase the uncertainty around the
results, such as lack of tabulated
mortality data for either the pilot or the
main study, lack of information on
treatment of the control data, and
considerable variability in the results at
the LDo1—LDog doses, (2) the Haley LDsg
results are right at the limit of the oral
toxicity listing criteria of 25 mg/kg, and
(3) other acute mouse oral studies
(including Gowan’s December 2002
study conducted using Good Laboratory
Practices) indicate the mouse oral LDsg
exceeds the 25 mg/kg listing criteria.
EPA solicits comment on the proposed
delisting decision and its rationale, and
invites the public to submit or identify
relevant peer-reviewed studies or data,
of which the Agency may not be aware.
EPA invites submission of any valid oral
toxicity studies for phosmet that meet
the listing criteria which are not already
been reviewed by EPA. EPA’s review of
all currently available acute oral toxicity
studies can be found in the February
2003 Technical Background Document:
Proposed Rule to Delist Phosmet from
the EHS List available in the public
docket.

IV. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735), the Agency must determine
whether this regulatory action is
“significant’” and therefore subject to
formal review by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) and to
the requirements of the Executive Order,
which include assessing the costs and
benefits anticipated as a result of the
proposed regulatory action. The Order
defines “‘significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule
that may: (1) Have an annual effect on
the economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
state, local, or tribal governments or
communities; (2) create a serious
inconsistency or otherwise interfere
with an action taken or planned by
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another agency; (3) materially alter the
budgetary impact of entitlements,
grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients
thereof; or (4) raise novel legal or policy
issues arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in the Executive Order.

It has been determined that this rule
is not a “‘significant regulatory action”
under the terms of Executive Order
12866 and is therefore not subject to
OMB review.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has previously approved the
information collection requirements
contained in the existing regulations 40
CFR Part 355 under the provisions of
the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq. and has assigned OMB
control number 2050-0092, (EPA ICR
No. 1395.04). Copies of the ICR
document(s) may be obtained from
Susan Auby, by mail at U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Collection Strategies Division (Mail
Code 2822), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW., Washington, DC 20460-0001, by
email at auby.susan@epa.gov, or by
calling 202-566-1672. A copy may also
be downloaded off the internet at
http://www.epa.gov/icr Include the ICR
and / or OMB number in any
correspondence.

This action does not impose any new
information collection burden. This
proposed rule will relieve burden for
facilities that have phosmet on-site.
Therefore, we conclude that this
proposed action does not impose any
new information collection burden,
rather, it would relieve the regulatory
burden for those facilities that handled
phosmet. Burden means the total time,
effort, or financial resources expended
by persons to generate, maintain, retain,
or disclose or provide information to or
for a Federal agency. This includes the
time needed to review instructions;
develop, acquire, install, and utilize
technology and systems for the purposes
of collecting, validating, and verifying
information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing
and providing information; adjust the
existing ways to comply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of
information; search data sources;
complete and review the collection of
information; and transmit or otherwise
disclose the information.

An Agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB

control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations are listed
in 40 CFR Part 9 and 48 CFR Chapter
15.

Comments are requested on the
changes included in this proposal. Send
comments on the ICR to the Director,
Collection Strategies Division; U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
(2823); 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20460—0001; and
to the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget, 725 17th St.,
NW., Washington, DC 20503, marked
‘“Attention: Desk Officer for EPA.”
Include the ICR number in any
correspondence. Since OMB is required
to make a decision concerning the ICR
between 30 and 60 days after November
12, 2003, a comment to OMB is best
assured of having its full effect if OMB
receives it by December 12, 2003. The
final rule will respond to any OMB or
public comments on the information
collection requirements contained in
this proposal.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA),
as amended by the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of
1996 (SBREFA), 5 U.S.C. 601 et. seq.,
generally requires an agency to prepare
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any
rule subject to notice and comment
rulemaking requirements under the
Administrative Procedure Act or any
other statute, unless the agency certifies
that the rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Small entities
include small businesses, small
organizations, and small governmental
jurisdictions.

For purposes of assessing the impacts
of today’s rule on small entities, small
entity is defined as: (1) A small business
that has fewer than 1000 or 100
employees per firm depending upon the
SIC code the firm primarily is classified;
(2) a small governmental jurisdiction
that is a government of a city, county,
town, school district or special district
with a population of less than 50,000;
and (3) a small organization that is any
not-for-profit enterprise which is
independently owned and operated and
is not dominant in its field.

After considering the economic
impacts of today’s proposed rule on
small entities, I hereby certify that this
proposal will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. In determining
whether a rule has a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities, the impact of
concern is any significant adverse

economic impact on small entities,
since the primary purpose of the
regulatory flexibility analyses is to
identify and address regulatory
alternatives ‘“which minimize any
significant economic impact of the
proposed rule on small entities” (5
U.S.C. 603 and 604). Thus, an agency
may certify that a rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities if
the rule relieves regulatory burden, or
otherwise has a positive economic effect
on small entities subject to the rule.
This proposed rule would remove
requirements for reporting and
emergency planning for small entities
with phosmet on site. We have therefore
concluded that today’s proposed rule
would relieve regulatory burden for
small entities.

We continue to be interested in the
potential impacts of the proposed rule
on small entities and welcome
comments on issues related to such
impacts.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public
Law 104-4, establishes requirements for
Federal Agencies to assess the effects of
their regulatory actions on State, local,
and tribal governments and the private
sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA,
EPA must prepare a written analysis,
including a cost-benefit analysis, for
proposed and final rules with “Federal
mandates” that may result in
expenditures to State, local, and tribal
governments, in the aggregate, or to the
private sector, of $100 million or more
in any one year. Before promulgating an
EPA rule for which a written statement
is needed, section 205 of the UMRA
requires EPA to identify and consider a
reasonable number of regulatory
alternatives and adopt the least costly,
most cost-effective, or least burdensome
alternative that achieves the objectives
of the rule. The provisions of section
205 do not apply when they are
inconsistent with applicable law.
Moreover, section 205 allows EPA to
adopt an alternative other than the least
costly, most cost-effective or least
burdensome alternative if the
Administrator publishes with the final
rule an explanation why that alternative
was not adopted.

Before EPA establishes any regulatory
requirements that may significantly or
uniquely affect small governments,
including tribal governments, it must
have developed under section 203 of the
UMRA a small government agency plan.
The plan must provide for notifying
potentially affected small governments,
enabling officials to have meaningful
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and timely input in the development of
regulatory proposals, and informing,
educating, and advising small
governments on compliance with the
regulatory requirements.

EPA has determined that this rule
does not include a Federal mandate that
may result in expenditures of $100
million or more for State, local, or tribal
governments, in the aggregate, or the
private sector in any one year. This is
because this proposed rule would
provide regulatory burden relief and
does not impose any additional costs to
any State, local, or tribal governments.
EPA also has determined that this rule
contains no regulatory requirements that
might significantly or uniquely affect
small governments. In addition, as
discussed above, the private sector is
not expected to incur costs exceeding
$100 million. Therefore, today’s
proposed rule is not subject to the
requirements of Sections 202 and 205 of
UMRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132, entitled
“Federalism” (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999), requires EPA to develop an
accountable process to ensure
“meaningful and timely input by State
and local officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have federalism
implications.” “Policies that have
federalism implications” is defined in
the Executive Order to include
regulations that have “substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship
between the national government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government.”

This proposal does not have
federalism implications. It will not have
substantial direct effects on the States,
on the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132. This proposed
rule does not impose any new
requirements on states or other levels of
government. Instead it relieves LEPCs of
the responsibility of developing and
maintaining emergency plans for
facilities that handle and store phosmet.
SERCs and LEPCs will no longer be
notified of releases of phosmet under
the requirements of EPCRA Section 304.
Thus, the requirements of section 6 of
the Executive Order do not apply to this
proposal.

In the spirit of Executive Order 13132,
and consistent with EPA policy to
promote communications between EPA
and State and local governments, EPA
specifically solicits comment on this

proposed rule from State and local
officials.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

Executive Order 13175, entitled
“Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments” (65 FR
67249, November 9, 2000), requires EPA
to develop an accountable process to
ensure ‘“‘meaningful and timely input by
tribal officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have tribal
implications.”

This proposed rule does not have
tribal implications, as specified in
Executive Order 13175. This proposed
rule does not impose any new
requirements on tribal officials. Instead
it relieves them of the responsibility of
developing emergency plans for
facilities that handle and store phosmet.
EPA does not believe that tribes have
any significant number of facilities that
handle, store or use phosmet. Phosmet
formulations are handled and stored by
farm chemical distributors and used
mostly on fruit and nut crops. Today’s
rule does not significantly or uniquely
affect the communities of Indian tribal
governments, nor would it impose
substantial direct compliance costs on
them. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does
not apply to this rule.

EPA specifically solicits additional
comment on this proposed rule from
tribal officials.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Risks and
Safety Risks

The Executive Order 13045, entitled
“Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that EPA determines
(1) is “economically significant” as
defined under Executive Order 12866,
and (2) the environmental health or
safety risk addressed by the rule has a
disproportionate effect on children. If
the regulatory action meets both criteria,
the Agency must evaluate the
environmental health or safety effects of
the planned rule on children, and
explain why the planned regulation is
preferable to other potentially effective
and reasonably feasible alternatives
considered by the Agency.

This proposal is not subject to the
Executive Order because it is not
economically significant as defined in
Executive Order 12866, and because the
Agency does not have reason to believe
the environmental health or safety risks
addressed by this proposed rule present
a disproportionate risk to children.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution or Use

This proposed rule is not a
“significant energy action” as defined in
Executive Order 13211, “Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use” (66 FR 28355 (May
22, 2001)) because it is not likely to
have a significant adverse effect on the
supply, distribution, or use of energy.
This proposed rule reduces regulatory
burden. It thus should not adversely
affect energy supply, distribution or use.

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act 0f 1995 (NTTAA), Public Law No.
104-113, section 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272
note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in its regulatory
activities, unless to do so would be
inconsistent with applicable law or
otherwise impractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical
standards (e.g., materials specifications,
test methods, sampling procedures, and
business practices) that are developed or
adopted by voluntary consensus
standards bodies. The NTTAA directs
EPA to provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the Agency decides
not to use available and applicable
voluntary consensus standards. This
proposed rulemaking does not involve
technical standards. Therefore, EPA is
not considering the use of any voluntary
consensus standards.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 355

Environmental Protection, Air
pollution control, Chemicals, Chemical
accident prevention, Chemical
emergency preparedness, Community
emergency response plan, Community
right-to-know, Extremely hazardous
substances, Hazardous substances,
Reportable quantity, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Superfund,
Threshold planning quantity.

Dated: November 4, 2003.

Marianne L. Horinko,
Acting Administrator.

For the reasons set out in the

preamble, part 355 of title 40 of the

Code of Federal Regulations is proposed
to be amended as follows:

PART 355—EMERGENCY PLANNING
AND NOTIFICATION

1. The authority citation for part 355
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 11002, 11004, and
11048.
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Appendices A and B—[Amended]

2. Appendices A and B are amended
by removing the entry for CAS No. 732—
11-6 for the chemical name Phosmet.
[FR Doc. 03—28308 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Parts 22, 24, and 90

[WT Docket Nos. 02—-381, 01-14, 03-202;
FCC 03-222]

Facilitating the Provision of Spectrum-
Based Services to Rural Areas and
Promoting Opportunities for Rural
Telephone Companies To Provide
Spectrum-Based Services; 2000
Biennial Regulatory Review Spectrum
Aggregation Limits for Commercial
Mobile Radio Services; and Increasing
Flexibility To Promote Access to and
the Efficient and Intensive Use of
Spectrum and the Widespread
Deployment of Wireless Services, and
To Facilitate Capital Formation

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: In this document, the Federal
Communications Commission examines
ways of amending spectrum regulations
and policies in order to promote the
rapid and efficient deployment of
quality spectrum-based services in rural
areas.

DATES: Submit comments on or before
December 29, 2003. Submit reply
comments on or before January 26,
2004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nicole McGinnis, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau, at (202)
418-0317, or via the Internet at
Nicole.Mcginnis@fcc.gov. For additional
information concerning the information
collections contained in this document,
contact Judith-B. Herman at (202) 418—
0214, or via the Internet at Judith.B-
Herman@fcc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Federal
Communications Commission’s Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), FCC
03-222, adopted September 10, 2003,
and released October 6, 2003. The full
text of this document is available for
inspection and copying during normal
business hours in the FCC Reference
Information Center, 445 12th Street,
SW., Washington, DC 20554. The
complete text may be purchased from
the FCC’s copy contractor, Qualex

International, 445 12th Street, SW.,
Room CY-B402, Washington, DC 20554.
The full text may also be downloaded
at: www.fcc.gov. Alternative formats are
available to persons with disabilities by
contacting Brian Millin at (202) 418—
7426 or TTY (202) 418-7365 or at
Brian.Millin@fcc.gov.

Synopsis of the NPRM
I. Introduction and Overview

1. In this Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM), we continue to
examine ways to promote the rapid and
efficient deployment of quality
spectrum-based services in rural areas.
We build upon the record developed in
response to our Notice of Inquiry, in
which we sought comment on how we
could modify our policies to further
encourage the provision of wireless
services in rural areas. See Facilitating
the Provision of Spectrum-Based
Service to Rural Areas and Promoting
Opportunities for Rural Telephone
Companies to Provide Spectrum-Based
Services, WT Docket No. 02—-381, Notice
of Inquiry, 68 FR 723 (January 7, 2003)
(Rural NOI). We also draw upon the
findings and recommendations of the
Spectrum Policy Task Force.

2. The Commission’s primary mission
is the promotion of “communication by
wire and radio so as to make available,
so far as possible, to all the people of the
United States, without discrimination
on the basis of race, color, religion,
national origin, or sex, a rapid, efficient,
Nation-wide, and world-wide wire and
radio communication service.”
Furthermore, for auctionable services,
the Commission is required to promote
various objectives in designing a system
of competitive bidding, including the
development and rapid deployment of
new technologies, products, and
services for the benefit of the public,
“including those residing in rural
areas,” and ‘‘the efficient and intensive
use of spectrum.” Under section 706 of
the Communications Act, the
Commission is also directed to
“encourage the provision of new
technologies and services to the public.”
Consistent with these statutory
mandates, the Commission’s spectrum
policy goals generally have been to
facilitate efficient use, competition, and
rapid, widespread service consistent
with the goals of the Communications
Act.

3. On a national scale, the deployment
of wireless mobile services has been a
huge success, resulting in increased
competition and services overall. We
believe that a number of measures that
the Commission has already adopted
have contributed to this successful

deployment of wireless service.
Recently, the Commission took steps to
facilitate spectrum leasing in secondary
markets, building upon existing,
flexible, market-based policy efforts to
encourage more efficient use of
spectrum. The Commission did so with
the belief that secondary markets would
also facilitate investment in rural areas.

4. We recognize the inherent
economic challenges of providing
telecommunications services in sparsely
populated, expansive rural areas. We
note that the Federal-State Joint Board
has solicited comment on issues relating
to the eligibility of wireless carriers to
receive universal service support.
Further, the Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau and the
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Rural
Utilities Service (RUS) have recently
initiated a “Federal Rural Wireless
Outreach Initiative” that seeks to
harmonize the agencies’ policies
regarding rural wireless deployment and
highlight the RUS loan programs
available to wireless companies that
serve rural communities. At present,
programs are available to support the
provision of spectrum-based services in
rural areas.

5. We believe that rural as well as
urban consumers and businesses have
benefited from our market-oriented
policies that promote facilities-based
competition for telecommunications
services. The Commission recently
found that there is effective competition
in the CMRS marketplace as a whole,
including in rural areas. The
Commission’s policy to let market forces
determine the number of firms operating
in a given geographic area, subject to
limits on spectrum availability and
aggregation, recognizes this fact, and
allows firms to operate at a competitive
and efficient scale of operation. The
Commission recognizes that, as a result
of varying technical and demographic
characteristics, the economics of
providing service can be significantly
different in rural areas as compared to
urban areas. Our proposals attempt to
acknowledge that market characteristics,
especially demographics, will affect the
optimal market structure.

6. Furthermore, there may well be a
public interest in policies that
encourage potential users to become
mobile subscribers due to the network
externalities that would result. In short,
network externalities occur when
adding a user to a communications
network increases the value of the
network for existing users who wish to
communicate with that new user. For
this reason, it is an especially important
Commission goal to facilitate access to
service broadly, not just in urban
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markets but also in rural areas, to enable
Americans who travel, reside or conduct
business throughout the country to
communicate effectively for the benefit
of the general public interest.

7. The NPRM focuses upon the
following issues: (1) Determining an
appropriate definition of what
constitutes a “rural” area for purposes
of our policies and requirements; (2)
creating mechanisms for access to
“unused” spectrum; (3) relaxing
performance requirements to remove
disincentives to serve rural areas and to
allow all geographic area licensees to
satisfy construction requirements by
providing “substantial service” in their
initial license term; (4) determining
whether geographic area licensees
should be required to provide coverage
to increased portions of their licensed
areas after their initial license term; (5)
amending our regulations to permit
increased power limits in rural areas for
both licensed services and unlicensed
services; (6) evaluating the appropriate
size of licensing areas for geographic
area licenses; (7) determining what, if
any, regulatory or policy changes should
be made to complement the RUS
program for low interest loans for
deployment of broadband services; (8)
considering whether we could enhance
access to capital by permitting the grant
of conditional security interests in
spectrum licenses to RUS; (9)
considering whether we should modify
application of the cellular cross-interest
rule in Rural Service Areas (RSAs) with
greater than three competitors; (10)
establishing a clear, predictable policy
on infrastructure sharing; and (11)
updating and refining our rules
governing the Rural Radiotelephone
Service (RRS) and Basic Exchange
Telephone Radio Systems (BETRS).

II. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
Increasing Flexibility and the
Deployment of Spectrum-Based
Services in Rural Areas

A. Definition of “Rural”

8. As an initial matter, we seek
comment on an appropriate definition
of a “rural area” for use in conjunction
with each of the policies addressed in
this proceeding. Furthermore, given the
various definitions of “rural” that
already have been utilized, we believe
that some clarification of the term is
necessary. Although sections 309(j)(3)
and 309(j)(4) of the Communications
Act direct the Commission to promote
the development and deployment of
spectrum-based services to ‘“‘rural
areas,” the Communications Act does
not define “rural areas,” nor has the
Commission adopted a specific

definition of “rural areas” for purposes
of implementing section 309(j). In the
Seventh and Eighth Competition
Reports, 17 FCC Red 12985 (2002) and
18 FCC Rcd 14783 (2003), the
Commission used three different proxy
definitions of “rural” for purposes of
analyzing the average number of mobile
telephony competitors in rural versus
non-rural counties. The Commission
compared the number of competitors in:
(1) RSA counties versus MSA counties;
(2) non-nodal Economic Area (EA)
counties versus nodal EA counties; and
(3) counties with population densities
below 100 persons per square mile
versus those with population densities
above 100 persons per square mile. In
connection with administering
universal service support programs for
schools, libraries, and rural health care
providers, the Commission defines
“rural area’ as any county outside of an
MSA (with some exceptions). Moreover,
the federal government has multiple
ways of defining “rural,” reflecting the
multiple purposes for which the
definitions are used. The Commission
has used RSAs as a proxy for “rural” in
certain instances. In administering its
financial assistance program for
broadband access to rural areas, RUS
defines “‘rural’’ as any place that is not
located within an MSA and that has no
more than 20,000 inhabitants (based
upon the most recently available Census
data). The Economic Research Service of
the USDA, in conjunction with others,
developed a definition of “rural” based
on a set of metrics that delineates each
census tract as being either rural or
urban. By contrast, the Census Bureau
established a different metric for
defining “rural” areas during its 2000
census. Although there are many
definitions of “‘rural” used by the
federal government, we have developed
a record in response to our Rural NOI
proceeding that provides some guidance
with respect to an appropriate definition
of “rural area.”

9. Based upon the record developed
in the Rural NOI proceeding, as well as
certain definitions used by the
Commission and by other federal
agencies as proxies for “rural,” we have
identified and seek comment on the
following potential definitions of “‘rural
area,” or some combination of elements
combined in these potential definitions:
(1) Counties with a population density
of 100 persons or fewer per square mile;
(2) RSAs; (3) non-nodal counties within
an EA; (4) the definition for “rural”
used by the RUS for its broadband
program; (5) the definition for “rural
area’” used by the Commission in
connection with universal service

support for schools, libraries, and rural
health care providers; (6) the definition
of “rural” based on census tracts as
outlined by the Economic Research
Service of the USDA; (7) the Census
Bureau definition of “rural” counties;
and (8) any census tract that is not
within ten miles of any incorporated or
census-designated place containing
more than 2,500 people, and is not
within a county or county equivalent
which has an overall population density
of more than 500 persons per square
mile of land. In the event that
commenters disagree with these
potential definitions, we ask
commenters to provide alternative
definitions of “rural.” Commenters that
believe that none of these potential
definitions are workable or feasible
should identify specific factors that the
Commission should consider when
determining whether an area is a “rural
area,” such as population density,
Census rankings, or other criteria.
Finally, we seek comment on whether
we should adopt different definitions of
what constitutes a “rural area”
depending upon the policy initiative for
which the definition is used, as set out
in this proceeding.

B. Improved Access to Unused
Spectrum

1. Background

10. The Commission has promoted
access to and efficient use of spectrum
through a variety of means that may
foster the rapid and efficient
deployment of wireless services in rural
areas. Applied to licensed spectrum,
these approaches may be viewed as
existing along a continuum, with
voluntary, market-based mechanisms at
one end, regulatory incentives and other
approaches in the middle, and
regulatory mandates and enforcement
mechanisms at the other end. More
specifically, the means by which the
Commission may promote access to and
use of spectrum range from allowing
voluntary arrangements that move
spectrum and licenses between users to
establishing regulatory mechanisms by
which the Commission reclaims and re-
licenses unused spectrum.

11. In many spectrum-based services,
the Commission has established rules by
which it reclaims unused spectrum and
makes it available to other parties. This
process for reclaiming unused licensed
spectrum differs across services. For
example, with site-based private land
mobile radio services, licensees
generally are given one year to construct
particular sites. A licensee with an
unconstructed site after one year loses
its authorization to operate at that site,
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and other parties subsequently may
request a license to operate in that
unused spectrum. In the geographically-
based cellular service, initial licensees
are given five years to construct
facilities and begin providing service
within a geographic service area. At the
end of the initial five-year period, the
licensee is allowed to keep those
portions of its licensed area in which it
has constructed, while the
unconstructed portions of the market
become available for licensing to other
parties via the cellular “unserved area”
licensing process. We refer to this
standard as a “keep what you use”
approach.

12. Other geographically licensed
services, in contrast, face notably
different construction benchmarks and
means by which unused spectrum may
be reclaimed and re-licensed by the
Commission. For example, PCS
licensees must meet five- and ten-year
benchmarks that mandate coverage of a
certain percentage of the population of
their licensed areas, or where
applicable, make a showing of
substantial service. Failure to meet these
benchmarks results in automatic
cancellation or non-renewal of the
entire license, including the rights to
operate from any facilities already
constructed under the authorization.
Moreover, for many services, if the
licensee loses its authorization for
failing to meet the coverage
requirements, it is often ineligible to
reapply for that authorization. However,
once these benchmarks are achieved,
licensees are generally afforded
exclusive rights and a renewal
expectancy for the entire area and band
under the license regardless of whether
service is being provided in all parts of
the area or over all of the spectrum.
Because licensees that fail to comply
with this coverage requirement lose
their entire license, we refer to this
standard of termination or forfeiture as
the “complete forfeiture” approach.
Among the advantages of this model,
since licensees do not have to cover
their entire geographic license areas or
use all of their licensed spectrum
capacity, there is a greater incentive for
licensees to build out those areas that
will ensure their economic viability as
providers. Among the disadvantages is
the potentially lower likelihood that
rural and less-populous areas will be
served by the licensee, because there
may be an incentive for construction to
focus first on populous areas and little
corresponding incentive for licensees to
construct in rural areas.

13. In addition, there are other
approaches the Commission may use to
transition spectrum to higher-valued

uses. For example, as the Spectrum
Policy Task Force observed, the
Commission could create expanded
“overlay” rights to licensed spectrum,
whereby usage rights are given to new
licensees. To address issues related to
the incumbent licensees in these bands,
the Commission could adopt various
policies, including mandatory
relocation of incumbents to other bands,
grandfathering incumbents in the
existing band, or providing incentives
for band-clearing. Overlays with
relocation of incumbents were used in
broadband PCS, while grandfathering of
incumbents was used in services such
as paging and SMR. Among the
advantages of this approach, overlays
may be more flexible and, in some
cases, less burdensome on incumbents.
Among the disadvantages of this
approach are potential incumbent hold-
out problems, lengthy periods for
incumbent relocation, and the expense
of additional auctions. Because the
“keep what you use,” “complete
forfeiture,” and other approaches such
as overlays may not be effective tools to
ensure prompt delivery of service to
rural and underserved areas, we explore
below alternative methods to facilitate
access to and use of spectrum in these
markets.

2. Discussion

a. What Constitutes “Use” of Spectrum

14. As the Commission attempts to
increase efficient access to and use of
spectrum, and as it subsequently
establishes policies for access to unused
spectrum, we must provide a clear
definition of “use” for all parties
affected by these rules. That is, licensees
that construct or lease their spectrum
must understand how this use is
construed in terms of construction
requirements, re-licensing, and other
policies that may affect them so that
they will know what rights licensees
will retain in the event they do not
“use” their spectrum, however we
define it. We seek comment on how to
define “use” in order to effectively
promote access to and use of spectrum
in rural areas. We also inquire how to
define this term in a flexible manner so
as to recognize the many ways in which
licensees provide service, or allow other
parties to provide service, with their
licensed spectrum. Under our current
rules for many service bands, ‘“use” is
defined to reflect construction and
operation of specified facilities by the
licensee. We seek comment on whether
this is the appropriate baseline standard
for determining use and, if not, what
this standard or other “performance”
criteria should be.

15. We recognize that leasing via
secondary markets may require viewing
the concept of use from a different
perspective. That is, under a negotiated
spectrum leasing arrangement, a
licensee assigns a usage right to a third
party. We propose that spectrum in
rural areas that is leased by a licensee,
and for which the lessee meets the
performance requirements that are
applicable to the licensee, should be
construed as “used” for the purposes of
this proceeding and any other
performance criteria we adopt. We note
that merely leasing spectrum, where the
lessee does not fully meet the lessors’
performance requirements, would not
be considered “use” under this
proposal. We seek comment on this
approach and other ways we could
better tailor or expand the concept of
“use” to encourage service by licensees
or lessees in rural and underserved
areas. Finally, should our definition of
“use” be in any way limited as it
applies to leasing?

16. Under one approach to defining
construction, the Commission would
rely on the filings of wireless providers,
perhaps with certain reporting criteria.
This approach is based on the
presumption that wireless providers are
in the best position to determine the
meaning of “built” for their particular
technology and application. Moreover,
such an approach is consistent with
recent Commission precedent and
trends. With broadband PCS licensees,
for example, the Commission did not
attempt to specify a particular signal
level, but instead required licensees to
provide a signal level “sufficient to
provide adequate service” to one-third
of the population in the market within
five years, and to two-thirds within ten
years. In applying this approach to
measuring construction, the
Commission could provide guidance
regarding what type of range would be
acceptable and how this might vary
from service to service. Alternatively,
we could decline to provide direction
and simply monitor the various means
by which licensees report their
construction.

17. We recognize that the approach
described above, however, may present
certain risks, particularly in the event
that a licensee claims that it is satisfying
the more flexible “substantial service”
standard, instead of satisfying a concrete
coverage benchmark. The Commission
may not have sufficient resources to
verify that the many different uses of
rural spectrum likely to emerge will
actually serve the goals of our build out
requirements. Additionally, we note
that this approach might present some
risk for the licensee. For example, were
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it able to do so, the Commission could
determine, upon receiving an assertion
of compliance by a licensee, that the
indicated build out is insufficient and
that the licensee must do more in order
to satisfy its construction requirements.
This would require additional
construction and investments not
planned for by the licensee, which
ultimately could prove more expensive
to comply with than if they had been
planned for and completed with the
original build out. We therefore seek
comment regarding whether the
Commission should establish a baseline
above which a licensee must reach in
order to minimally comply with our
substantial service requirements. We
seek comment on whether this baseline
should be determined in terms of signal
strength or using some other metric.

18. We also seek comment on two
other approaches for determining
whether spectrum is being used in
accordance with construction
requirements or for purposes of finding
available spectrum in rural areas. First,
the Commission has developed rules
defining protected service areas for site-
based incumbents, such as 220 MHz,
800 MHz SMR, and paging licensees.
We seek comment on how we should
address these and other differences in
estimating coverage in rural areas. In
light of the fact that our rules defining
protected service areas vary by service,
we ask commenters whether we should
harmonize these regulations across
services and establish a data base of
available “white space” in rural areas.
Second, we seek comment on expanding
the use of spectrum “audits” and on
exploring the means and methodologies
for making in situ measurements of
signal strength in selected rural areas to
maintain an “inventory” of available
spectrum resources. We inquire as to
whether expanded use of such audits
would help identify unused spectrum in
rural areas so as to ultimately make
more spectrum, and thus more service,
available in these markets. We also
inquire as to what may be an
appropriate way to test whether a
spectrum inventory is feasible. Should
we limit such an inventory to the most
rural or underserved areas? We believe
markets in Alaska, Appalachia, and the
Mississippi Delta may be particularly
appropriate, and we inquire as to
whether commenters recommend these
or other areas.

b. Re-licensing vs. Market-Based
Mechanisms

19. As described above, the
Commission practices re-licensing in
several different forms, both in terms of
the conditions under which licensed

spectrum is returned to the
Commission, and in terms of how that
spectrum subsequently is made
available to other users. Generally,
licensed spectrum may return to the
Commission due to non-use under a
“complete forfeiture” standard, as
applied to PCS licensees, or under a
“keep what you use” standard, as
applied to cellular licensees. Once this
spectrum is reclaimed, the Commission
may then re-license via competitive
bidding, as with PCS licenses, or it may
use a non-auction mechanism such as
the cellular unserved area re-licensing
rule.

20. We seek comment on when, and
under what circumstances, the
Commission should use re-licensing as
a means to increase access to spectrum,
and thus service, especially in rural
areas. We do not propose to change the
current re-licensing rules for any current
wireless service. Rather, we inquire as
to whether we should apply one of the
current rules, or some other rule, to
future spectrum allocations. We also
inquire as to whether we should apply
a new standard to spectrum that has
been returned, under the current rules,
to the Commission for re-licensing at the
end of a licensee’s second term.

21. In the event of spectrum re-
licensing, we seek comment on whether
there are particular construction
standards, such as “complete forfeiture”
or “keep what you use,” that are most
effective in promoting access and
service, especially in rural areas. In
particular, we seek comment on
whether a “keep what you use”
standard based on the cellular unserved
area model is most appropriate to
advance our goal of promoting rural
service, should we decide to extend this
approach to additional services. Further,
how might the “keep what you use”
approach work in tandem with the
substantial service safe harbor that we
propose below?

22. As described above, in the cellular
service, after the initial five-year period,
there is an unserved area licensing
process whereby unconstructed portions
of a market become available to other
parties. In a Petition for Reconsideration
filed in WT Docket 01-108, Dobson
proposed that licensees should be
permitted to extend into unserved areas
of less than 50 square miles operating
on a secondary non-interference basis to
any licensee that might be authorized to
cover the area in the future. While we
intend to address Dobson’s petition in
the context of that proceeding, we seek
comment on whether there are other
changes to the cellular unserved area
rules that could promote service in rural
areas. We also seek comment on

whether, for purposes of defining use,
the most appropriate approach would be
based on the PCS model (i.e., allowing
providers to define construction based
on their particular technology and
application). We note that the approach
with the PCS model is technology
neutral, yet it requires a sufficiently
strong signal to produce a reasonable
level of service.

23. In addition, we seek comment on
the relative merits of re-licensing as
compared to secondary markets. Are
there particular circumstances or factors
that we should consider in deciding to
use one approach or the other? We
recognize that re-licensing is a more
regulatory approach, and we therefore
inquire as to whether we should limit
its application. What market conditions
or other measures should we consider in
determining whether to apply re-
licensing to a particular service or in a
particular market? Is this approach more
appropriate for rural markets, and if so,
why?

24. Finally, we note that while the
Spectrum Policy Task Force
recommended that the Commission
focus on secondary markets as the
primary means to increase access to
spectrum, it also recommended that,
after there has been sufficient time to
consider the effectiveness of this
approach, the Commission also consider
alternative mechanisms such as
government-defined easements. We seek
comment on whether now is an
appropriate time to consider the use of
spectrum easements for new licenses.

C. Performance Requirements

25. Subsequent to the enactment of
section 309(j), the Commission initiated
the Competitive Bidding proceeding,
which, among other things, addressed
how the Commission intended to
implement the statutory mandate for
‘“‘performance requirements” for
licenses awarded through competitive
bidding. See Implementation of Section
309(j) of the Communications Act—
Competitive Bidding, PP Docket No. 93—
253, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 58
FR 53489 (October 15, 1993). Depending
upon the service, the Commission’s
construction benchmarks may require
coverage of a certain percentage of the
licensed area’s population or coverage
of a certain percentage of the licensed
area’s geographic area. For many
services, the Commission has adopted a
flexible “substantial service”
construction standard that allows
licensees that are providing a beneficial
use of the spectrum to retain their
authorizations. While the definition of
“substantial service” is generally
consistent among wireless services, the
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factors that the Commission will
consider when determining if a licensee
has met the standard vary among
services. Substantial service generally
means service that is sound, favorable,
and substantially above a level of
mediocre service that would barely
warrant renewal.

1. Substantial Service Construction
Benchmarks

a. Background

26. As we have explained, the
Commission has taken a market-
oriented approach to spectrum policy
that, where possible, has allowed
economic forces to determine build-out
of wireless facilities and the provision
of wireless services. The Commission
has shifted towards providing licensees
increased flexibility to tailor use of their
spectrum to unique business plans and
needs. This increased flexibility is
evident in our adoption of the
“substantial service”” benchmark for
many of our services. In more recently
adopted rules for wireless services, the
Commission established the substantial
service standard as the only
construction requirement. In addition,
for licensees subject only to the
substantial service requirement, the
Commission often has included “‘safe
harbors,” i.e., examples of how a
licensee would meet the substantial
service standard.

b. Discussion

27. As a general matter, we believe
that our current performance
requirements, in combination with
economic incentives and the licensing
of multiple competitors, have served to
promote significant build out.
Nevertheless, we believe that current
geographic area licensees without a
“substantial service” option or a rural-
specific construction requirement may
be unduly constrained and may lack
sufficiently flexibility to provide service
to rural areas or to offer niche services.
Moreover, given the unique
characteristics and considerations
inherent in constructing within rural
areas, we believe that a construction
standard that is based upon coverage of
a requisite percentage of an area’s
population may be an inappropriate
measure of levels of rural construction.
Accordingly, while we intend to keep
our current construction requirements,
as they are set forth in our service-
specific rule sections, we propose to
adopt a “substantial service” alternative
for all wireless services that are licensed
on a geographic area basis and that are
subject to construction requirements.
This proposal therefore would affect the

following licensees: 30 MHz broadband
PCS licensees; 800 MHz SMR licensees
(blocks A, B, and C only); certain 220
MHz licensees; LMS licensees; MDS/
ITFS licensees; and 700 MHz public
safety licensees. If we adopt our
proposed modification of our build-out
rules, these licensees would have the
flexibility to comply with existing
service-specific benchmarks or to satisfy
the substantial service benchmark, at
their option.

28. We are concerned that current
population-or geographic area-specific
benchmarks may impinge upon
licensees’ abilities to serve niche or less
populated areas, and may
unintentionally discourage construction
in rural areas. Particularly in the case of
a population-based construction
requirement, a licensee has both an
economic and practical incentive to
achieve compliance with the
requirement by providing service only
to the urban areas of its licensed area.
In addition, because each licensee must
satisfy the same population-based
benchmark, we are concerned that, as
multiple licensees enter a market, they
likely will construct systems in the
same populous areas, thereby
duplicating coverage. Consequently,
within any given market, urban areas
are likely to have multiple wireless
competitors providing service, whereas
rural areas may have fewer options.

29. We believe that providing all
geographic area wireless licensees with
a substantial service option will address
concerns that construction requirements
based on population or geographic
coverage may discourage the build-out
of rural areas. As we have explained in
past proceedings, the substantial service
option provides licensees with greater
flexibility and therefore may result in
the more efficient use of spectrum and
the provision of service to rural, remote,
and insular areas. Furthermore, in light
of the fact that we have been moving
towards a more flexible approach to
coverage requirements, offering all
geographic area wireless licensees a
substantial service option will increase
regulatory parity. We also note that, by
providing terrestrial wireless licensees
with greater flexibility in satisfying their
construction requirements and by
alleviating the pressure of satisfying
minimum population-based
benchmarks, licenses that are comprised
largely of rural areas might be more
likely to appeal to a wider range of
potential bidders at auction.

30. We intend to retain our current
construction benchmarks and propose
adopting the substantial service
benchmark as an additional means of
satisfying our construction

requirements. Our proposal effectively
would harmonize construction
benchmarks across all wireless services
licensed on a geographic-basis (and that
are subject to construction
requirements) so that all geographic area
licensees have the increased flexibility
of a substantial service option.
Licensees may elect to satisfy either the
construction benchmark options already
available to them today or the
substantial service benchmark,
according to their preference. In the
past, in evaluating substantial service
showings, we have considered factors
such as whether the licensee is offering
a specialized or technologically
sophisticated service that does not
require a high level of coverage to be of
benefit to customers, and whether the
licensee’s operations serve niche
markets. In the context of providing
substantial service to rural areas, we are
particularly interested in the following
factors: (1) Coverage of counties or
geographic areas where population
density is less than or equal to 100
persons per square mile; (2) significant
geographic coverage; (3) coverage of
unique or isolated communities or
business parks; and (4) expanding the
provision of E911 services into areas
that have limited or no access to such
services. We intend to limit this
proposal to wireless services that are
currently licensed on a geographic area
basis. In the event we adopt geographic
areas for new wireless services at a
future date, we will examine the
appropriateness of adopting a
substantial service or alternative
construction requirement for the new
service at that time.

31. We seek comment on our proposal
to adopt a ““substantial service”
benchmark for all wireless services that
are licensed by geographic area and are
subject to build-out requirements, but
currently do not have a substantial
service option. We also seek comment
on whether any services should be
excluded from our proposal. In the
event that commenters believe that a
substantial service standard is
inappropriate for certain services, we
ask commenters to suggest alternative
benchmarks that might promote the
deployment of service within rural
areas. We ask commenters whether the
adoption of a substantial service
requirement is likely to increase
deployment of wireless services in rural
areas. Finally, because this proposed
modification of our rules will apply
generally to all geographic area
licensees, and not just those licensees
serving rural areas, we ask how the
adoption of a substantial service
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requirement might affect the
deployment of wireless services in non-
rural areas.

32. We also seek comment on whether
we should adopt geographic-based
construction requirements for those
private and commercial terrestrial
wireless services that are licensed on a
geographic area basis and that currently
do not have a geographic area coverage
option. A geographic benchmark would
provide an alternative for licensees who
do not intend to focus construction
efforts on population centers. Further,
like population-based benchmarks,
geographic benchmarks would provide
increased certainty for licensees, in
comparison to the more flexible
substantial service standard.
Commenters supporting geographic-
based construction requirements should
identify the applicable radio service(s)
and recommend benchmark levels, or
percentages, for the relevant market
sizes. We seek comment on whether the
benchmark levels may be reduced
where the geographic areas in question
are rural areas.

33. In addition to proposing the
adoption of a substantial service
benchmark for all wireless services that
are licensed by geographic area, we
propose the adoption of a substantial
service ‘‘safe harbor”’ based on provision
of rural service. We propose two
different rural safe harbors, depending
on whether a licensee is providing
mobile or fixed wireless service. With
respect to mobile wireless services, we
propose that a licensee will be deemed
to have met the substantial service
requirement if it provides coverage,
through construction or lease, to at least
75 percent of the geographic area of at
least 20 percent of the “rural” counties
within its licensed area. We propose
that “rural”” counties be defined as those
counties with a population density less
than or equal to 100 persons per square
mile. For example, if a licensee’s market
contains five counties (all having a
population density of 100 persons per
square mile or fewer), the licensee could
meet the safe harbor by providing
coverage to 75 percent of the geography
in one of those five counties. With
respect to fixed wireless services, we
propose to define the substantial service
requirement as met if a licensee,
through construction or lease,
constructs at least one end of a
permanent link in at least 20 percent of
the “rural” counties within its licensed
area (using the same “rural” county
definition). For example, if a licensee’s
market contains five counties (all having
a population density of 100 persons per
square mile or fewer), the licensee could
meet the safe harbor by constructing one

end of a permanent link in one of those
five counties. Our proposal to base the
safe harbor on a population density of
100 persons per square mile or fewer is
derived from our finding in the Eighth
Competition Report, which indicates
that counties with population densities
of 100 persons per square mile or less
‘“have an average of 3.3 mobile
competitors, while the more densely
populated counties have an average of
5.6 competitors.” We note that these
proposed ““safe harbors” are intended to
provide licensees with a measure of
certainty in determining whether they
are providing substantial service, but are
not intended to be the only means of
demonstrating substantial service.

34. We seek comment on whether we
should adopt rural safe harbors and, if
so, whether it is advisable to adopt the
specific safe harbors described above.
We note that although the analyses of
competition in counties with population
densities of 100 persons per square mile
or fewer were based upon data
pertaining to the mobile telephony
industry (dominated by cellular,
broadband PCS, and digital SMR
providers), we believe that 100 persons
per square mile nevertheless provides a
usable and reasonable proxy for “rural”
for the purpose of establishing a rural
substantial service safe harbor. We seek
comment on this proposed population-
density based standard. In particular,
we seek comment on whether this safe
harbor is suitably flexible to
accommodate variances in service areas
and how we might modify our safe
harbors to accommodate various
geographic service areas and uneven
population distributions. In the event
commenters disagree with our proposed
safe harbors, we ask that commenters
suggest examples of alternative rural
safe harbors, in light of their practical
experience and based upon their own
service-specific demands and
requirements. Should we adopt a rural
safe harbor that applies to all services,
or are services sufficiently specialized
that we should adopt service-specific
safe harbors?

2. Renewal License Terms
a. Background

35. At present, we require compliance
with our construction requirements
during the initial license term.
Depending upon the particular service,
we require licensees to satisfy minimum
coverage benchmarks at an interim
period prior to the end of the initial
license term, and/or at the conclusion of
the initial license term. Licensees obtain
authorizations to use designated
spectrum for a specific period of time

(typically a term of ten years), and may
request renewal of their authorizations
prior to the expiration of their license
terms. Once a licensee renews its
license, however, no additional
performance requirements are imposed
in subsequent license terms.

b. Discussion

36. We seek comment on whether we
should require geographic area licensees
to satisfy performance requirements
during their renewal license terms (we
refer to license terms subsequent to the
initial license term as ‘‘renewal terms”’).
This question of whether licensees
should satisfy additional performance
requirements during renewal terms is
particularly relevant as licensees
approach the end of their initial license
terms or enter into their renewal terms.
We ask whether additional performance
requirements are likely to increase the
provision of wireless services to rural
areas.

37. With respect to commercial
mobile wireless services, we have seen
the prompt use of at least a portion of
the spectrum and provision of at least a
minimum level of service. While this
data appears to suggest that our
construction requirements have
facilitated competition and have
promoted the deployment of wireless
services, it is nevertheless difficult to
identify whether wireless deployment is
the result of our minimum coverage
requirements or the operation of market
forces. We ask commenters whether
market forces, and not build out
requirements, should govern any
additional construction during renewal
terms. Will the imposition of additional
performance requirements during
renewal terms likely result in
uneconomic construction?

38. In the event that commenters
believe additional construction
requirements are appropriate and
necessary to promote the continued
deployment of wireless services to
consumers in rural areas, we ask what
form these construction requirements
should take. For example, should we
adopt a population- or geography-based
benchmark? Should we adopt a
modified version of substantial service
and require the provision of additional
coverage beyond what is sufficient to
satisfy “substantial service” during the
initial license term (in effect, a
“substantial service plus” requirement)?
Should we require compliance with
these benchmarks at the expiration of
the renewal term, or at some interim
period prior to the end of the renewal
term? Furthermore, given our objective
of promoting service to rural consumers,
we ask whether renewal term
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construction requirements should be
specifically targeted towards
construction in rural areas or otherwise
include a rural component.

D. Relaxed Power Limits

1. Background

39. In the following sections, we
propose modifications to our regulations
governing power limits and technical
specifications for operations in rural
areas. In its report, the Spectrum Policy
Task Force recommended that in less
congested areas (i.e., rural areas)
spectrum users should be permitted to
operate at higher power levels so long
as they do not cause interference and do
not receive additional interference
protection. Similarly, in the Rural NOI
we observed that technical and
operational rules throughout the
spectrum-based services are necessary
to facilitate efficient use of the radio
spectrum while minimizing the
potential for interference among
licensees. We sought comment on the
degree of flexibility that these
regulations afford to providers of
spectrum-based services in rural areas.

2. Discussion

a. Part 15 Unlicensed Devices and
Systems

40. Unlicensed devices are permitted
to operate under Part 15 of our rules at
very low power levels. One of the more
significant developments in the use of
unlicensed devices is the emergence of
wireless Internet service providers or
“WISPs.” Using unlicensed devices,
WISPs around the country are beginning
to provide an alternative high-speed
connection to cable or DSL services. In
addition to providing competition to
cable and DSL, the record reflects that
WISPs have taken root in many rural
areas where these services have been
slow to arrive.

41. We remain committed to
exploring more flexible spectrum
policies for rural areas to help foster,
where possible, a viable last mile
solution for delivering Internet services,
other data applications, or even video
and voice services to underserved or
isolated communities. The record in the
Rural NOI identifies legitimate issues
under our Part 15 policies, such as
interference with other Part 15 devices
and how to design a framework that
reasonably ensures that Part 15 devices
operate using different parameters in
different locations or under differing RF
conditions. Cognitive radio
technologies, which permit radio
systems to modify their performance in
response to such external information,
would appear to hold great promise in

resolving such issues. In this
connection, we plan to initiate a
proceeding shortly to consider how to
leverage these technologies to permit
more intensive use of spectrum in a
number of situations, including possible
rule changes that would permit greater
use of spectrum in rural areas. In this
proceeding, we plan to invite comment
on any specific factors that may need to
be considered to allow cognitive radios
to operate with higher power in rural
America. This impending proceeding
also will address power limits for the
operation of “dumb”’ or “non-cognitive
radio”” unlicensed devices in rural areas.

b. Licensed Services

42. Two commenters responding to
the Rural NOI address the issue of
whether we should modify our
regulations to permit increased power
levels in the context of mobile voice
systems. South Dakota
Telecommunications Association
(SDTA) points out that higher power
levels could reduce the number of
transmitters required to connect
stretches of roadways between small
rural towns and to serve ranches and
farms beyond the highways, but
cautions that while it may be feasible to
increase power and still safeguard urban
and suburban operations, such
safeguards must include “clear-cut
interference definitions and
protections.” CTIA, however, argues
that an increase in base station power
levels would not improve matters unless
mobile station (i.e., handset) power
levels are increased as well. CTIA
contends that it is unlikely that handset
manufacturers would make special
“high power”” handsets for rural areas.

43. Increasing the range of radio
systems is one means of making it more
economical to provide spectrum-based
radio services in rural areas by
potentially lowering infrastructure
costs. One way to increase the range of
radio systems is by increasing power
levels. While there may be challenges in
implementing increased power levels
for cellular-like mobile systems, we
would like to further investigate
whether power increases may be
beneficial for other mobile or fixed
services. In doing so, we must consider
increasing power levels in rural areas in
the context of base/mobile systems,
point-to-point systems, and point-to-
multipoint systems. Base/mobile
systems (e.g., cellular, PCS, SMR,
private land mobile) consist of a base
station antenna intended to provide
coverage over a specific area, and the
mobile units that communicate with the
base station. The base station operates at
a sufficient power level to cover the

desired area, while the battery-powered
mobile units operate at relatively low
power. The ability of the base station to
reach a mobile unit is limited by, among
other things, transmitter power, the
propagation characteristics of the
frequency band, antenna directionality
(gain), antenna height, terrain, clutter,
man-made obstructions, and the
sensitivity of the mobile unit receiver.
As stated above, there are challenges
related to increasing power levels. First,
increasing the base station power may
cause unacceptable levels of
interference to nearby systems. Second,
simply guaranteeing that a mobile unit
can “hear” the base station, however, is
not sufficient for two-way
communications. The low power mobile
unit, which is likely located close to
ground level, must also be able to return
a signal to the base station antenna, i.e.,
the base station must be able to “‘hear”
the mobile unit. One can observe that,
at the fringe of the base station coverage
area, the most significant limiting
factors to two-way transmissions are the
power level and the location of the
mobile unit. Thus, merely increasing the
base station power level may not
improve the communications range
unless the mobile unit is capable of
returning a signal to the base station
antenna.

44. Tt is instructive to provide
examples of the likely results of
increasing base station power for
specific types of base/mobile systems.
Because received signal levels decrease
exponentially as the receiver moves
farther from the transmitter, we would
expect that relatively large increases in
power would yield only small increases
in communications range. In the case of
a rural 800 MHz cellular system, we
found that increasing the base station
power by 10 percent (500 W ERP to 550
W ERP) and 20 percent (500 W ERP to
600 W ERP) increased the base station
range by 1.5 km (0.93 mi) and 3 km
(1.86 mi) respectively. We note,
however, that our calculations show
that a typical 0.5 W ERP mobile unit
would not have sufficient range to reach
the base station from the edge of the
base station coverage area regardless of
whether the base station power is 500
(maximum under the rules today), 550,
or 600 W ERP. Similarly, in the case of
arural 1,900 MHz PCS system, we
found that increasing the base station
power by 10 percent (1,640 W EIRP to
1,804 W EIRP) and 20 percent (1,640 W
EIRP to 1,968 W EIRP) increased the
base station range by 1 km (0.62 mi) and
2 km (1.24 mi) respectively. We note,
however, that our calculations show
that a typical 0.8 W EIRP mobile unit
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would not have sufficient range to reach
the base station from the edge of the
base station coverage area regardless of
whether the base station power is 1,640
(maximum under the rules today),
1,806, or 1,968 W EIRP.

45. Microwave point-to-point systems
generally consist of a highly directional,
high gain transmitting antenna and a
highly directional, high gain receive
antenna separated by some distance
along a path. System performance is
impacted by, among other things,
transmitter power, propagation
characteristics of the frequency band,
antenna directionality (gain), height of
transmit and receive antennas, terrain
between the antennas, interference,
clutter, man-made obstructions,
weather, type of modulation, and
sensitivity of the receiver. Unlike a
base/mobile system, however, the
system designer can increase the
distance of the path by increasing
transmitter power or using a higher gain
antenna as well as elevating the receive
antenna. Point-to-multipoint microwave
systems share many of the
characteristics of point-to-point
microwave systems, except that there
are multiple receive antennas situated
in an area of desired service and the
transmitting antenna may not be as
highly directional. In either case, as
with base/mobile systems, increasing
the transmitter power may cause
unacceptable levels of interference to
neighboring paths, or limit the number
of paths in a particular area.

46. For example, in the theoretical
case of a typical rural microwave path
in the 6.8 GHz band, a 45 percent
increase in transmitter output power
yields only a one km (0.62 mi) increase
in path length. We seek comment on
whether the benefits of such a modest
increase in path length outweigh the
potential for unacceptable levels of
interference to neighboring paths, or
siting limitations on new paths in the
same area.

47. We seek comment on whether it
is beneficial, feasible, and advisable to
increase the current power limits for
stations located in rural areas licensed
under parts 22, 24, 27, 80, 87, 90, and
101. A licensee can increase power by
increasing transmitter output power
and/or by using a directional antenna
that focuses energy on the specific area
to be covered and reduces energy in
other directions, serving to limit
interference potential, and potentially
improving reception of signals from
mobile units. Commenters should
indicate which radio service(s) and
power level(s) should be increased,
specify a particular amount of
additional power (either transmitter

output power, EIRP, or both), specify
directional antenna parameters if
applicable (e.g., front to back ratio or
beamwidth), and quantify the benefits
that one could expect from the power
increase. In particular, we are interested
in how such increases may increase the
potential for unacceptable levels of
interference to other stations, increase
exposure to electromagnetic radiation
for workers and consumers, or limit
future use of the spectrum in such areas.

48. We also seek comment on how
best to define the term “rural” for
purposes of permitting increased power
levels. In the case of base/mobile
systems, would both the base stations
and mobile stations need to be located
in a rural area? For point-to-point and
point-to-multipoint systems, would both
ends of the transmission path need to be
in a rural area? Rather than defining
certain geographic areas as rural for
these purposes, would some other
measure (e.g., taking into account a
combination of terrain and nearby
spectrum usage) be more appropriate?

49. We also seek comment on other
measures that licensees may be using to
minimize the costs associated with
serving rural areas, and whether our
rules and policies are sufficiently
flexible to facilitate and encourage such
innovations. For example, cellular and
PCS licensees in rural areas may be
using tower top amplifiers to boost
incoming mobile signals. Similarly,
licensees may deploy ‘“‘smart antenna”
systems capable of increasing base
station range and suppressing
interference from unwanted sources.

E. Appropriate Size of Geographic
Service Areas

1. Background

50. Over the past decade, the
Commission has moved from the use of
site-based licenses to the use of
geographic areas for licensing
commercial wireless services. In
selecting the initial size of geographic
service areas for licenses with mutually
exclusive applications (and thus
competitive bidding), section
309(j)(4)(C) directs the Commission to
promote certain goals. Specifically,
section 309(j)(4)(C) requires the
Commission to, consistent with other
objectives, prescribe service areas ‘‘that
promote (i) an equitable distribution of
licenses and services among geographic
areas, (ii) economic opportunity for a
wide variety of applications, including
small businesses, rural telephone
companies, and businesses owned by
members of minority groups and
women, and (iii) investment in and

rapid deployment of new technologies
and services.”

2. Discussion

51. We believe that the Commission’s
choice for the initial size of geographic
service areas plays an important role in
promoting a number of policy goals,
including efficiency of spectrum use,
competition among providers, and
advancing service to rural areas. If
geographic service area licenses are
assigned with an initial size that does
not represent the needs of service
providers, then transaction costs are
incurred, as carriers seek to acquire
rights to spectrum in areas they wish to
serve and divest their interest in areas
they do not wish to serve. While we
hope that the Commission’s recent
efforts to facilitate the development of
secondary markets will make these
transaction costs less burdensome, we
recognize that some costs to moving
spectrum to its highest valued use will
remain.

52. Since it is costly to aggregate or
disaggregate spectrum, it is important
that the Commission select initial
license sizes and boundaries that are
appropriate for the likely users and
services to be provided. We recognize
that there are tradeoffs between the use
of large service areas and small service
areas. Large service areas provide
economies of scale and reduce
coordination costs. On the other hand,
smaller service areas allow local,
independent operators to better tailor
their services to local conditions and
provide greater financial incentives to
local licensees than if they were
managers in very large enterprises.
Adopting small license areas also may
allow smaller enterprises with limited
financing to acquire spectrum licenses.
In addition, license boundaries are also
a concern of the Commission, which has
attempted to choose boundaries that
combine people and firms who are part
of the same community and who are
likely to communicate with each other.
The Commission also has attempted to
avoid setting boundaries that would
preclude incumbents from bidding on
licenses because of cross-ownership
rules.

53. We recognize that carriers are
divided on the issue of the appropriate
size of geographic service areas. In
various Commission proceedings,
representatives of small, regional, and
rural providers have argued that CMAs
are the most appropriate size. In
contrast, representatives of large
regional and nationwide CMRS
providers and other parties have argued
that service areas that are too small may
be inefficient. Still other parties have
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argued that the size of service areas
should be tailored to the wireless
service in question.

54. We seek comment on the costs of
partitioning post-auction as compared to
the costs of aggregating spectrum during
or after the auction process. We observe
that spectrum aggregation within
auctions is fairly common. While we
recognize the concerns of small carriers
regarding their access to spectrum in
rural markets, especially when large
geographic areas are used, we note that
partitioning also is relatively common.
Partitioning appears to be occurring
across all regions of the country and
includes many counties that fall within
the various definitions of “rural” that
are proposed above.

55. We seek comment on the lessons
we should draw from the Commission’s
experience in choosing initial service
area sizes. Is there evidence of net
aggregation towards nationwide service
areas for certain services such as
cellular and PCS? Is there evidence of
net partitioning for other services? To
the extent partitioning is more common
in some services and less so in others,
is this trend indicative of some
miscalculation by the Commission in
choosing the initial size of service areas?
Alternatively, could this activity reflect
changes in the demand for services that
could be provided in this band, or
changes in technologies or other factors
that affect what services could be
supplied in this band? We also seek
comment as to whether the difference in
the level of partitioning across services
could reflect the application of different
Commission rules, such as build-out
requirements. Finally, we note that
there are certain transaction costs
associated with any partitioning. Should
we expect that licenses for highly
valued spectrum, in highly valued
services, will be more likely to be
partitioned, given the greater likelihood
that the value created by this trade will
exceed the transaction costs? Similarly,
as secondary markets develop and
transaction costs decline, should we
expect that partitioning through leasing
arrangements will become more feasible
in more services? To what extent might
such partitioning be limited by a hold-
out problem? That is, might licensees
with large geographic areas refuse to
make spectrum available to small
providers that want to serve small or
niche markets, which tend to be in rural
areas?

56. We tentatively conclude that it is
in the public interest for the
Commission to balance the needs of
different providers, including the larger
carriers’ need for economies of scale and
the smaller carriers’ need for license

areas that more closely resemble their
service areas. We recognize that, since
users of spectrum have a variety of
needs, one size of service area does not
fit all. We intend to continue
establishing geographic areas on a
service-by-service basis, and we seek
comment on steps we can take to
effectively balance the competing needs
of different users as we make these
service area decisions. Would such an
approach produce economically
efficient results? Is such an approach
necessary, given our expectation that
secondary markets will become more
prevalent in the future? We especially
encourage commenters to use empirical
evidence to support their assessment of
partitioning costs, aggregation costs, and
the efficiency of any approach they
recommend.

57. In addition, while the largest
geographic service area the Commission
may adopt would be a nationwide area,
there is some question as to what would
be the smallest size that would still be
functional. That is, at what point is it
more appropriate for the Commission to
use site-based licenses instead of very
small geographic area licenses? Also, to
the extent we believe small license areas
are appropriate for specific bands, what
size is most appropriate? Are there
particular frequencies that are better
suited for allocations to small license
areas? We also inquire as to whether it
is possible that use of relatively small
geographic areas would introduce an
unreasonable risk of another type of
hold-out problem. In particular, might
such an approach result in many small
incumbent licensees who could then
frustrate post-auction attempts to
aggregate licenses efficiently by refusing
to sell except at excessive prices?

58. We also seek ways to make it
easier for providers in need of larger
areas to acquire them with minimal
transaction costs. One way to achieve
this objective may be to adopt bidding
design mechanisms that permit the
aggregation of geographic areas or
spectrum blocks during an auction.
Typically, the Bureau uses a
simultaneous multiple-round auction
design, which facilitates aggregation by
making all licenses in the auction
available at the same time. Recently, the
Bureau selected a package bidding
design for two auctions. This relatively
new approach to auctions allows
bidders to submit all-or-nothing bids on
combinations of geographic areas or
spectrum blocks in addition to bids on
individual licenses or authorizations.
We believe that, in instances in which
the Commission has determined that
smaller size license areas are
appropriate, a package bidding format

may be helpful to bidders seeking to
acquire larger geographic areas or
spectrum blocks. We recognize,
however, that in such circumstances,
the use of package bidding may
introduce significant computational
complexities.

59. We also observe that choosing a
geographic service area that represents a
“middle solution” may be an inefficient
approach. We note that, as an
alternative to such a “middle solution”
in which service area size represents a
compromise that may not be ideal for
either small or large service providers,
there may be situations in which it is
possible to create geographic service
areas of mixed sizes. In particular, if
there is sufficient bandwidth available,
both large regional (or even national)
and small local license areas can be
created. We inquire as to whether such
a mixed plan may reduce the
aggregation/disaggregation transaction
costs inherent in a single size
geographic licensing scheme, and we
seek comment on what other costs, as
well as benefits, may be associated with
such an approach. We recognize that,
while a mixed approach may be useful
in some bands with spectrum users that
have very different needs, it may not be
appropriate in other bands, and we
conclude that our approach must be
tailored to the needs of each band or
service in question.

F. Facilitating Access to Capital
1. Rural Utilities Service

a. Rural Loan Programs

(i) Background

60. The U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s RUS Telecommunications
Program assists the private sector in
developing, planning, and financing the
construction of telecommunications
infrastructure in rural America.
Programs administered by RUS include:
(1) Infrastructure loans; (2) broadband
loans and grants; (3) distance learning
and telemedicine loans and grants; (4)
weather radio grants; (5) local TV loan
guarantees; and (6) digital translator
grants. The largest of these programs are
the infrastructure loan program and the
broadband loan program.

61. The infrastructure loan program is
technology neutral, requires broadband-
capable facilities, and provides
financing for infrastructure (e.g.,
building and equipment), but not
financing for the costs of operating the
business. Within the infrastructure loan
program, there are four types of
financing: (1) Hardship loans; (2) cost-
of-money loans; (3) rural telephone bank
loans; and (4) federal financing bank
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loans. For fiscal year 2003, the total
authorized loan level for these four
programs is $670 million.

62. The broadband loan program is
technology neutral; requires provision
of high-quality data transmission service
and may provide voice, graphics, and
video; and must enable a subscriber to
transmit and receive at a rate of no less
than 200 kilobits per second. Similar to
the infrastructure loan program, the
broadband loan program finances the
construction or acquisition of new
facilities and facility improvements.
RUS makes broadband loans available to
any legally organized entity that has
sufficient authority to enter into a
contract with RUS and carry out the
purposes of the loan, so long as the
entity is providing or proposes to
provide service to an area that meets the
following criteria: (1) There are no more
than 20,000 inhabitants, and (2) the
service area does not fall within a
standard metropolitan statistical area.
For fiscal year 2003, RUS has $80
million for 4 Percent loans, $80 million
for Guaranteed loans, and $1.3 billion
for Treasury Rate loans. In fiscal year
2004, the total loan level is anticipated
to be $418 million.

63. The Commission’s Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau (WTB) has
partnered with RUS to sponsor the
“Federal Rural Wireless Outreach
Initiative” (FCC/RUS QOutreach
Partnership). The FCC/RUS Outreach
Partnership is designed to exchange
program and regulatory information
about rural development and wireless
telecommunications access in rural
areas. The four key goals of the FCC/
RUS Outreach Partnership are to: (1)
Exchange information about products
and services each agency offers to
promote the expansion of wireless
telecommunications services in rural
America; (2) harmonize rules,
regulations and processes whenever
possible to maximize the benefits for
rural America; (3) educate partners and
other agencies about Commission, WTB
and USDA/RUS offerings; and (4)
expand the FCC/WTB and USDA/RUS
partnership, to the extent that it is
mutually beneficial, to other agencies
and partners.

(ii) Discussion

64. We seek methods to help facilitate
access to capital in rural areas in order
to increase the ability of wireless
telecommunications providers to offer
service in rural areas. An important part
of accomplishing this goal is through
the promotion of federal government
financing programs. We seek comment
on how the Commission can assist in
making the RUS loan programs more

effective. We seek comment on whether
there are any Commission regulations or
policies that should be reexamined or
modified to facilitate participation in
the RUS programs by wireless licensees
and service providers. In addition, we
ask for comment on whether the FCC/
RUS Outreach Partnership could be
expanded to include other federal, state,
or local government programs and, if so,
which programs. We further seek
comment on whether there is a role for
non-governmental entities in the FCC/
RUS Outreach Partnership and how
such entities might be able to
participate. We also ask for suggestions
regarding effective outreach programs
and the groups that should be targeted.
In addition, we ask for submission of
lists of associations, government
agencies, or other interested parties that
would want to join in this FCC/RUS
Outreach Partnership or receive future
information regarding this program.

b. Security Interests
(i) Background

65. As a historical matter, the
Commission has not permitted third
parties to take a security interest in
spectrum licenses. At the same time, the
Commission’s legal and policy bases for
various restrictions on transactions
involving licenses have evolved over the
years. For instance, at one time, the
policy of prohibiting the sale of bare
licenses, as well as the policies against
security and reversionary interests in
licenses, were based on the
Commission’s interpretation of the
Communications Act. In various
decisions, the Commission modified its
views on the statutory basis for these
policies in the context of cellular and
other wireless licenses. For all
spectrum-based services, the
Commission has expressly permitted
licensees to grant security interests in
the stock of the licensee, in the physical
assets used in connection with its
licensed spectrum, and in the proceeds
from operations associated with the
licensed spectrum. The Commission
and the courts have likewise determined
that security interests in the proceeds of
the sale of a license do not violate
Commission policy. In connection with
the auction installment payment
program, the Commission itself has
taken an exclusive security interest in
licenses subject to installment payments
and a senior security interest in the
proceeds of a sale of an auctioned
license. In its Secondary Markets Policy
Statement, the Commission considered
ways in which licensees may be able to
maximize their efficient use of spectrum
by leveraging “‘the value of their

retained spectrum usage rights to
increase access to capital.” See
Principles for Promoting the Efficient
Use of Spectrum by Encouraging the
Development of Secondary Markets, WT
Docket No. 00-230, Policy Statement, 65
FR 81475 (December 26, 2000)
(Secondary Markets Policy Statement).
Specifically, the Commission said “we
plan to evaluate our policies prohibiting
security and reversionary interests in
licenses.”

(i) Discussion

66. Pursuant to our stated intent in
the Secondary Markets Policy
Statement, we initiate a discussion
regarding whether we should permit
RUS to obtain security interests in the
spectrum licenses of their borrowers.
We seek comment on whether, and to
what extent, licensees in rural areas
would benefit from the opportunity to
pledge their licenses to RUS as
collateral as a means of overcoming
their difficulties in raising capital.

67. As an initial matter, we limit the
scope of our inquiry to commercial and
private terrestrial wireless services. We
further limit our inquiry concerning
security interests to licenses and
licensees in rural and underserved areas
that are seeking federal financial
assistance through RUS loan programs.
We believe that such licensees will
benefit most in light of their apparently
greater need for lower-cost capital and
the new opportunities presented by RUS
loans discussed below. Also with regard
to the scope of our inquiry, we note that
we do not intend to implement any
policy change that would, in the case of
a licensee operating under the
installment payment program,
compromise the Commission’s
exclusive or senior secured position
with respect to the license and the
proceeds of the sale of such license.
Nevertheless, we seek comment on
whether permitting RUS to obtain
security interests in the spectrum
licenses of their borrowers, as described
below, could have unintended effects on
installment licensees and the
Commission’s rights under these
arrangements.

68. Our primary goal is to determine
whether further relaxation of the
security interest restrictions—by
allowing at least a modified form of
collateralization of FCC licenses by
licensees obtaining RUS funds—could
increase opportunities to raise capital or
avoid financial collapse. We therefore
seek comment on the extent to which a
licensee’s ability to grant RUS a security
interest directly in an FCC license
would, in fact, create new financing
opportunities and facilitate the
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construction, deployment and
continuity of new and existing wireless
services in rural and underserved areas.
We also ask how this change in our
policy would affect the ability of small
businesses to obtain much needed
startup capital.

69. On the other hand, despite these
potential benefits, we recognize that a
licensee’s current ability to grant
security interests in its stock and in the
proceeds of a license sale may already
provide it with financing opportunities
that are similar to those we seek to
foster by our proposal below. If so, it
would appear that we may not
significantly enhance financing
opportunities. We ask all interested
parties, including licensees, vendors,
RUS, lenders and others to comment on
these potential benefits and to identify
any other specific benefits that could
accrue from such a policy change.

70. We further note that any security
interest granted to RUS would be
expressly conditioned, in writing as part
of all applicable financing documents,
on the Commission’s prior approval of
any assignment of the license or any
transfer of de jure or de facto control of
the licensee to RUS. We discuss below
the reasons for this limitation and seek
comment on some specific concerns.

71. First, in addition to the benefits
from lower costs of and greater access to
capital, we seek comment on whether
modifying our policy to permit RUS to
take a security interest in FCC licenses
is a natural outgrowth of the
Commission and judicial developments
discussed above, which recognize the
value and ability of a lender obtaining
a security interest in the licensee’s
stock, proceeds and other assets without
infringing upon the Commission’s
statutory obligations. For instance, in
MLQ Investors , L.P. v. Pacific
Quadracasting, Inc., 146 F.3d 746 (9th
Cir. 1998), the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit determined that a
security interest in the proceeds of the
sale of a broadcast license can be
perfected prior to the sale of the license,
and that “[g]lovernment licenses, as a
general rule, are considered to be
‘general intangibles’ under the Uniform
Commercial Code, “i.e., personal
property interests in which security
interests may be perfected.”” The Ninth
Circuit identified the Commission’s
primary policy concern by stating that
“[tlhe FCC may prohibit security
interests in licenses themselves because
the creation of such an interest could
result in foreclosure and transfer of the
license without FCC approval.” The
Ninth Circuit went on to explain that
the Commission’s interest in regulating
spectrum to promote the public interest

is not implicated “‘by a security interest
in the proceeds of licenses, which does
not grant the creditor any power or
control over the license.” We also note
that application of state laws under
Article 9 of the Uniform Commercial
Code is generally limited in connection
with the treatment of security interests
of non-assignable “personal property”
governed by federal law. We seek
comment on how cases like MLQ
Investors and the application of the UCC
provisions have affected lending
practices for FCC licensees and what, if
any, impact the grant of security
interests in spectrum licenses to RUS
might have on established law in this
area, including the appropriate method
of how RUS would perfect a security
interest in FCC licenses.

72. Next, we address the concerns that
have led us to propose that any security
interest granted to RUS be expressly
conditioned on the Commission’s prior
approval of any assignment of the
license or any transfer of de jure or de
facto control. We ask whether it may be
feasible for a licensee to grant RUS a
security interest in an FCC license
without compromising our obligation to
maintain control of spectrum in the
public interest, so long as we are
completely able to fulfill our applicable
mandates under the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended. For example,
we must and will preserve our authority
under section 310(d) to review and
approve license assignments and
transfers of control, to assess and
confirm the basic qualifications of
assignees and transferees, and, more
generally, to exercise our statutory
responsibility to determine whether the
section 310(d) transaction in question
will serve the public interest,
convenience and necessity. The
Commission has historically disallowed
granting security interests in FCC
licenses, based upon its concern that
such financing arrangements may
interfere with its ability to regulate the
assignment of licenses, the transfer of
control over licenses, and, more
generally, the use of spectrum. If,
however, we can ensure that
appropriate prior approval of
assignments and transfers is obtained,
and if we further limit any grant of a
security interest to RUS, a federal loan
agency, do commenters believe that our
policy and statutory concerns would be
satisfactorily addressed, thus enabling
us to promote flexibility and financing
opportunities for licensees serving rural
and underserved areas? In this regard,
we note that we have seen no detectable
erosion of our regulatory authority from
our current policy of permitting

licensees to engage in a very similar
type of financing arrangement—that is,
a licensee grant of a third party security
interest in its stock and the proceeds of
the sale of the license, along with third
party perfection of that interest, prior to
the sale of the subject license. We seek
comment on the relative impact that
such developments may have on our
ability to implement and enforce our
statutory obligations.

73. We recognize that permitting RUS
to obtain security interests in FCC
licenses would provide RUS with
greater rights vis-a-vis the license and
licensee than it currently can obtain. We
therefore ask whether our proposed
condition requiring prior FCC approval
before RUS can foreclose on the license
would satisfactorily and adequately
preserve existing regulatory
relationships. The type of security
interest that we are seeking comment on
would be a right between the licensee
and RUS, exercisable only upon
Commission approval. Would such a
right be fully consistent with our
responsibilities under the
Communications Act? We ask whether
it would not be different than granting
RUS an option to purchase a license, for
example. We note that we would review
and require our approval of an
assignment to RUS in accordance with
our transfer and assignment policies
before RUS could assume control of a
license. Such a process is designed to
ensure that the federal government
retains appropriate control over use of
the spectrum consistent with sections
301 and 304 of the Act, and that the
perfection of a security interest in a
license does not interfere with these or
other statutory obligations and policy
prerogatives. For example, would a
security interest in a license give RUS
any rights that might conflict with the
Commission’s regulatory oversight
(other than an unapproved foreclosure
or assertion of control) that it could
exercise against the licensee?
Furthermore, in light of the fact that
RUS is a federal government agency, we
ask whether we may have greater
statutory latitude to grant it a security
interest while still ensuring that the
federal government retains control over
spectrum.

74. Our next concern relates to any
unintended consequences that may
result from this potential policy change,
especially as it relates to existing and
future financial and regulatory
relationships and any new claims or
conflicts that may arise. It appears that
one of the main conceptual differences
between the current limits on the scope
of permissible security interests and our
proposal is that a security interest in a
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license itself would link the secured
party more directly to the Commission.
It is our understanding that under
current financing practices involving
FCC licensees, the secured party’s rights
stem from its relationship as a lender
(and possibly an equipment vendor,
bondholder or stockholder) to the
licensee, not directly to the
Commission, even after default and
foreclosure on the secured assets. We
seek comment on whether the grant by
a licensee of a contingent interest in a
Commission authorization to RUS—
without the Commission’s permission or
review—would undermine our
regulatory authority embodied in
sections 301 and 304. We also ask how
the existence of RUS, as a secured
creditor, may affect the ability of the
licensee to seek financing from other
sources in this situation? In sum, we
seek comment on what, if any,
difference from the perspective of RUS,
a third-party lender, or the licensee,
would there be on a relaxation of the
current security interest policies in the
circumstances described above.

75. Finally, we seek comment on one
other concern that had been raised in
the past by the Commission in
connection with prior similar proposals.
In particular, in the context of broadcast
licenses, the Commission expressed
concern about the independence of
broadcast stations and about the ability
of creditors to have substantial
influence over a borrower station. We
seek comment on whether such dangers
exist in the connection with RUS’s
attainment of security interests in non-
broadcasting wireless licenses,
especially as it relates to preserving and
protecting facilities-based competition
and innovation by and among wireless
service providers.

2. Cellular Cross-Interests in Rural
Service Areas

a. Background

76. Section 22.942 of the
Commission’s rules substantially limits
the ability of parties to have interests in
cellular carriers on different channel
blocks in the same rural geographic
area. To the extent licensees on different
channel blocks have any degree of
overlap between their respective
cellular geographic service areas
(CGSAs) in an RSA, section 22.942
prohibits any entity from having a direct
or indirect ownership interest of more
than 5 percent in one such licensee
when it has an attributable interest in
the other licensee. An attributable
interest is defined generally to include
an ownership interest of 20 percent or
more or any controlling interest. An

entity may have a non-controlling and
otherwise non-attributable direct or
indirect ownership interest of less than
20 percent in licensees for different
channel blocks in overlapping CGSAs
within an RSA.

77. The Commission initiated a
comprehensive review of the cellular
cross-interest rule in January 2001 as
part of its 2000 biennial regulatory
review of spectrum aggregation limits.
In December 2001, pursuant to section
11 of the Communications Act, the
Commission released its Spectrum Cap
Sunset Order and, on the basis of the
state of competition in CMRS markets,
sunset the CMRS spectrum cap rule in
all markets effective January 1, 2003.
See 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review
Spectrum Aggregation Limits for
Commercial Mobile Radio Services, WT
Docket No. 01-14, Report and Order, 67
FR 1626 (Jan. 14, 2002) (Spectrum Cap
Sunset Order). In that order, the
Commission also determined that
cellular carriers in urban areas no longer
enjoyed first-mover, competitive
advantages, and it therefore eliminated
the cellular cross-interest rule in MSAs
on that basis, also pursuant to section 11
of the Act. While the Commission left
the cross-interest rule in place in RSAs,
it indicated that it would consider
waiver requests and reassess the need
for the rule at a future date.

78. In March 2002, the Commission
sought comment on petitions filed by
Dobson Communications Corporation,
Western Wireless Corporation, and
Rural Cellular Corporation (Dobson/
Western/RCC) and Cingular Wireless
LLC (Cingular) seeking reconsideration
of the decision in the Spectrum Cap
Sunset Order to retain the cellular cross-
interest rule in RSAs. Petitioners and
commenting parties focused on the
sufficiency of the competitive market
analysis underlying the decision to
retain the cellular cross-interest rule in
RSAs, as well as the consequences of
relying on case-by-case review to
examine cellular competition in rural
areas. Parties also asserted that the
waiver process established in the
Spectrum Cap Sunset Order creates
regulatory uncertainty and discourages
potential transactions and financing that
could benefit rural consumers. These
petitions remain pending and are being
consolidated into the instant
rulemaking.

79. In its December 2002 Rural NOI,
the Commission sought comment on the
cellular cross-interest rule as it reviewed
its policies to encourage the provision of
wireless services in rural areas. The
Commission received comments
supporting either modification or
elimination of the rule so as to facilitate

investment and financing arrangements
for rural cellular providers.

b. Discussion

80. We seek comment on whether the
continued application of the cellular
cross-interest rule in all RSAs may
impede market forces that drive
investment and economic development
in rural areas. The recent downturn in
telecommunications markets, worsening
financial condition of many carriers,
and the ongoing need for capital
investment to keep up with
technological and regulatory changes,
has made it more difficult for wireless
carriers, especially those serving rural
areas, to obtain financing. In light of the
foregoing, we seek comment regarding
whether we should modify the cellular
cross-interest rule to promote
investment while protecting against
potential competitive harms.
Specifically, we tentatively conclude to
retain the cellular cross-interest rule as
it applies only in RSAs with three or
fewer CMRS competitors and we seek
comment on removing the rule as it
applies to other RSAs and to non-
controlling investments in all RSA
licensees.

81. In the Spectrum Cap Sunset
Order, the Commission concluded that
it would be more efficient and less
costly to the Commission to maintain a
prophylactic cross-interest rule
applicable to all RSAs and to entertain
waiver requests for the small subset of
transactions in RSAs where competition
was more robust. As a consequence of
that decision, cellular licensees in
MSAs are free to procure financing that
involves ownership interests that fall
below the threshold that triggers the
cross-interest rule, while cellular
licensees in all RSAs are not. While the
Commission attempted to address this
barrier to investment in rural areas by
providing a specific waiver process, the
transactions costs and regulatory
uncertainty surrounding any waiver
procedure may deter some beneficial
investment in these areas.

82. We seek comment on whether
changing the cellular cross-interest rule
for RSAs that enjoy a greater degree of
competition will spur needed
investment in these rural areas and
foster even more competition in others.
As an initial matter, we seek comment
regarding what constitutes a
“competitor” for purposes of this rule.
We also seek comment regarding
whether, in the event we do eliminate
the cellular cross-interest rule for RSAs
with greater than three competitors, we
should adopt a transition period after
which time the rule would sunset for
these RSAs. In the event that
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commenters support such a sunset
period, we seek comment regarding the
appropriate length of the sunset period.

83. We also ask commenters for
additional suggestions regarding how
we may modify our cellular cross-
interest rule to promote investment in
rural areas while retaining adequate
competitive safeguards. For example,
should we eliminate the cellular cross-
interest restriction for all RSAs where
the ownership interest being transferred,
assigned or acquired is not a controlling
interest (i.e., where the interest is a non-
controlling interest and where the
transaction otherwise would not require
prior FCC approval)? We ask parties to
focus their comments on the effect of
the cross-interest rule on licensees’
acquisition of adequate capital in these
areas. Commenters supporting our
proposal should identify and discuss
specific past instances in which they
have had difficulty obtaining financing
in rural areas due to the cellular cross-
interest rule. We also request parties to
provide examples of the extent to which
the waiver process has deterred or
prevented acquisition of capital in a
rural market(s). We seek specific market
data and historical examples to assist
our public interest determination of the
extent to which application of the
cellular cross-interest rule in RSAs
impedes market forces that drive
development in these rural and
underserved areas.

84. We also seek comment on whether
extension of the case-by-case review, as
established in the Spectrum Cap Sunset
Order, will promote investment and is
sufficient to safeguard competition in
RSAs with more than three competitors.
Although we recognize the role that the
cellular cross-interest rule has provided
in the past against the possibility of
significant additional consolidation of
cellular providers in rural areas, we ask
whether the public interest may be
better served by the benefits of pure
case-by-case review. In the Spectrum
Cap Sunset Order, the Commission
concluded that case-by-case review
under section 310(d) of the Act,
properly performed and with
appropriate enforcement mechanisms,
allows greater regulatory flexibility and
greater attention to the actual
circumstances of a particular
transaction, thus promoting economic
efficiency by reducing the possibility
both of approving secondary market
transactions that are not in the public
interest and of impeding transactions
that are actually in the public interest.
In the markets still covered by the
cellular cross-interest rule, for example,
the rule prevents the two cellular
licensees from merging regardless of the

competitive circumstances in a given
market, but does not prevent one
cellular licensee from merging with a
PCS licensee, even though the
competitive effect of both transactions
might be very similar. We seek comment
on whether this inequity may distort the
market in any area in which more than
just the two cellular licensees are
operating and whether the better
approach to safeguarding competition is
to take account of the particular
circumstances of each market through
case-by-case competitive review.

G. Infrastructure Sharing

1. Background

85. Both in the United States (U.S.)
and the European Union (EU),
commercial wireless providers have
sought to minimize their capital
expenditures and maximize their
coverage by engaging in joint ventures
with other providers to share
infrastructure costs. Such arrangements
are generally known as “infrastructure
sharing,” and they can take place at
various levels. At the most basic level is
sharing of passive elements such as
antennas and towers, followed by
sharing of active or “intelligent”
elements of the networks such as
switches and nodes, followed by sharing
of spectrum.

86. In the United States, several
infrastructure sharing arrangements
have been announced in the past two
years. The providers claim that such
infrastructure sharing will allow them to
cover a larger geographic area at lower
cost. In addition, because two or more
providers share the infrastructure, these
arrangements may allow for more
providers to serve a market than
otherwise would be possible. Finally, to
the extent that these arrangements make
it possible for providers to cover a larger
geographic area, and thus serve a greater
number of consumers, they may provide
an important public interest benefit.

87. Infrastructure sharing
arrangements that do not involve a
transfer of control, as defined under
section 310(d), do not require
Commission review. Infrastructure
sharing arrangements that do involve a
transfer of control, like other
arrangements, require Commission
review. Also, while previous
infrastructure sharing arrangements
have not required Commission review,
the Commission has taken no regulatory
action to either promote or create
incentives for parties to enter into such
arrangements.

88. As compared to the U.S. market,
infrastructure sharing has received more
attention from regulators in the EU and

its Member States. Within the past year,
the European Commission announced a
preliminary conclusion to favorably
view two agreements for the provision
of 3G services, one in the United
Kingdom and one in Germany. The
European Commission noted that these
arrangements should allow for faster
rollout of service and greater coverage,
especially in remote and rural areas.

2. Discussion

89. As noted earlier, because of the
lower population density and smaller
customer base found in rural areas, the
economically efficient number of
providers for these markets will be
fewer than that for urban markets.
Because infrastructure sharing helps
lower capital costs and thus extend the
coverage of providers, this practice may
be particularly important in rural areas,
for which geographic coverage is
especially important. In addition,
because infrastructure sharing may
make it possible for more providers to
operate in a given area, this practice
again is important for rural markets that
tend to have fewer competitors.

90. We continue to believe that, under
certain circumstances, licensees should
be able to engage in infrastructure
sharing in order to further promote
service in these markets. Thus, for
infrastructure sharing in rural areas that
involve no transfer of control, as defined
by section 310(d), there are no
requirements for Commission pre-
clearance. For infrastructure sharing
arrangements in rural areas that involve
a transfer of control, we will maintain
section 310(d) review. We note that in
the Secondary Markets proceeding we
have significantly streamlined the
transfer of control and assignment
process, and we inquire as to whether
there are other steps we should consider
to further streamline this process.

91. We seek comment on the extent to
which infrastructure sharing may
promote service in rural markets. Are
there particular types of infrastructure
sharing arrangements that may be most
effective in promoting this goal? Are
there specific policy steps we should
take as a regulatory matter to promote
infrastructure sharing arrangements
that, in turn, promote service in rural
areas? We encourage comments from
providers involved in infrastructure
sharing in the U.S. and EU as well as
those familiar with such arrangements.

92. We also seek comment on the
potential costs and benefits of this
proposed policy. With regard to the
potential benefits, we note that
comments by European Commission
regulators in support of such
arrangements in the E.U. generally focus
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on the ability of carriers to lower costs
and increase their coverage area,
especially to rural markets. Can we
assume similar benefits for rural areas in
the U.S.? We recognize that the
Commission has stressed the value of
facilities-based competition, and that
infrastructure sharing by definition
limits competition between two
potential competitors. We seek
comment on the factors we should
consider in evaluating infrastructure
sharing arrangements that require
section 310 approval so as to effectively
balance promoting competition among
providers and promoting expanded
coverage in rural areas.

93. In addition, we recognize that, as
in the case of secondary market
spectrum leasing, infrastructure sharing
may require reconsideration of our
regulatory definitions of spectrum use.
As described above, we propose that
licensees that make their spectrum in
rural areas available to other parties via
secondary markets are, in a sense, using
that spectrum. Should we similarly
consider spectrum involved in
infrastructure sharing arrangements to
be “used” and thus not subject to re-
licensing or any other mechanism to
make the spectrum available to third
parties?

H. Rural Radiotelephone Service and
Basic Exchange Telecommunications
Radio Service

1. Background

94. The Rural Radiotelephone Service
(RRS) was established to permit the use
of certain VHF and UHF spectrum to
provide radio telecommunications
services, in particular, basic telephone
service, to subscribers in locations
generally deemed so remote that
traditional wireline service or service by
other means is not feasible. The RRS
operates in the paired 152/158 MHz and
454/459 MHz bands, which are also
used by paging services. In 1987, the
Commission adopted rules that
authorized the establishment of the
Basic Exchange Telecommunications
Radio Service (BETRS) within the RRS.
BETRS is authorized in the same paired
spectrum bands as RRS and in addition,
on fifty channel pairs in the 816—-820/
861-865 MHz band. BETRS, which is
essentially a type of technology used to
provide RRS, utilizes a digital system
that is more spectrally efficient than
traditional analog RRS, provides private
calling, and has a much lower call
blocking rate than RRS. Only local
exchange carriers that have been state
certified to provide basic exchange
telephone service (or others having state
approval to provide such service) in the

pertinent area are eligible to hold
authorizations for BETRS.

95. The BETRS R&O provided that
traditional RRS and BETRS would be
co-primary with other services that were
authorized to use the same spectrum.
See Basic Exchange
Telecommunications Radio Service, CC
Docket No. 86—495, Report and Order,
53 FR 3210 (February 4, 1988) (BETRS
R&O). Prior to the establishment of
BETRS, RRS was licensed on a
secondary, non-interfering basis. In
1997, the Commission established rules
to auction the 152/158 MHz and 454/
459 MHz bands and issue paging
licenses on a geographic basis. As a
result, existing RRS and BETRS
licensees authorized for these spectrum
bands were afforded protection as
incumbent licensees and could continue
operating on a primary basis. However,
we indicated that subsequent RRS and
BETRS licenses in these bands would be
issued on a secondary basis to the
geographic area licensee. Similarly, in
1997, the Commission established rules
to auction the 816-820/861-865 MHz
bands and issue SMR licenses on a
geographic basis. As a result, existing
BETRS licensees authorized in the 800
MHz band were afforded protection as
incumbent licensees and could continue
operating on a primary basis. Again, we
indicated subsequent BETRS licenses in
these bands would be issued on a
secondary basis to the geographic area
licensee. Today new RRS and BETRS
licenses are issued on a secondary, non-
interfering basis.

2. Discussion

96. We seek to establish a more
complete record regarding these services
in order to allow us to determine if
certain rules and policy changes are
needed to facilitate the use of RRS and
BETRS. As discussed below, we seek
comment on whether: (1) There is a
current demand for RRS and BETRS; (2)
other wireless services have supplanted
RRS and BETRS as alternatives to
wireline service; (3) access to spectrum
is a limiting factor for RRS and BETRS
and (4) current Commission rules and
polices are prohibiting/limiting the
effectiveness of RRS and BETRS to
provide service in rural areas.

97. As an initial matter, we would like
to determine the level of demand for
RRS and BETRS. We reviewed licensing
data, locations where basic exchange
service does not appear to be available,
and the availability of equipment for
RRS and BETRS. It appears, on the
surface, certain areas that do not have
basic telephone service might benefit
from RRS or BETRS. For example, we
note that no RUS or BETRS facilities are

licensed in Mississippi, which
according to 2000 Census data, has the
lowest household telephone penetration
rate in the U.S. In addition, we cannot
find evidence that 800 MHz BETRS
equipment has ever been manufactured
and made available in the U.S.
Furthermore, we only found one
company that claimed it provided new
RRS and BETRS equipment. We seek
comment on whether there is still a
demand for RRS and BETRS, beyond
what is currently offered, and whether
RRS and BETRS are viable options in
the provision of basic
telecommunications services. If there is
a demand for these services, are there
ways that RRS and BETRS could be
used more efficiently and/or effectively?

98. If there is a demand for basic
communications services, other than
wireline, and it is not being met using
traditional RRS and BETRS spectrum,
we are interested in exploring how the
demand is being met. The Commission
has embraced policies that provide
many wireless licensees with added
flexibility in providing various types of
services (i.e., fixed or mobile/voice or
data). It is now possible that services
(i.e., basic exchange service) previously
offered only by RRS and BETRS
licensees could be offered by licensees
in other wireless services, using other
spectrum bands. Furthermore, it is
possible with the proliferation of mobile
telephony throughout the country,
individuals that in the past would have
been a prime candidate to receive RRS
or BETRS may now have access to a
mobile telephone that is the sole
telephone used within a household. We
are not able to determine how many
licensees are providing basic exchange
service to rural areas using alternative
spectrum or how many licensees are
providing services (i.e., mobile
telephony) and therefore could negate
the need for RRS or BETRS in particular
areas. We therefore seek comment on
the effectiveness of non-RRS and BETRS
licensees in providing the same services
or alternative services in lieu of RRS
and BETRS. Furthermore, we seek
comment on whether additional
flexibility is necessary in order to fully
exploit capabilities of licensees in this
context? In addition, we seek comment
regarding to what, if any, extent
unlicensed spectrum is being used to
provide services that have traditionally
been provided by RRS and BETRS
licensees.

99. In some instances, there may be a
demand for a service; however, access to
the spectrum needed to provide such
services may not be readily available.
We noted in the Secondary Markets
proceeding that facilitating spectrum
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leasing arrangements permits additional
spectrum users to gain access to
spectrum. Furthermore, several
commenters in the Secondary Markets
proceeding specifically indicated that
facilitating leasing arrangements would
increase service offerings to rural
customers by enabling rural telephone
companies and others to access
underutilized spectrum. We seek
comment on whether there is a problem
for potential providers of RRS or BETRS
in accessing spectrum and if so, whether
parties feel secondary markets will
provide the appropriate means for
access to the desired spectrum.

100. We are also interested in
determining if the Commission’s current
rules and policies for RRS and BETRS
are limiting factors towards a more
expansive use of these services. We note
that currently there is an eligibility
restriction for BETRS that restricts the
issuance of a license to only those
entities that receive state approval to
provide basic exchange telephone
service. We believe that this rule may be
unnecessary and may serve as a
potential regulatory hurdle towards a
more rapid and efficient use of the
BETRS spectrum. We therefore propose
to remove the eligibility restrictions
contained within section 22.702 of our
rules regarding state approval prior to
the issuance of a BETRS license.
Furthermore, the current service rules
for RRS and BETRS provides that new
licenses are issued on a secondary, non-
interfering basis. In a Petition for
Rulemaking filed by several parties,
which eventually lead to the
establishment of BETRS, a request was
made to provide 2 MHz of dedicated
spectrum for the use of BETRS. At the
time, we determined that the demand
for BETRS was not clear and therefore
made the decision not to provide
discrete spectrum for the use of BETRS.
However, we indicated that if the
spectrum that was made available for
BETRS proved to be insufficient at a
future date, we would revisit the
problem at that time. We note that in the
Rural NOI we sought comment on how
we might revise existing RRS and
BETRS rules to further facilitate the
provision of wireless services to rural
areas. We did not receive any comments
that specifically addressed the need to
revise RRS or BETRS rules. We seek
comment on our proposal to remove the
eligibility restrictions in section 22.702
of the Commission’s rules for BETRS
licensees. Based on the current RRS and
BETRS licensing scheme, we seek
comment on whether there is a need for
us to expand the secondary status for
RRS and BETRS to other spectrum

bands in order to facilitate and
encourage construction in rural areas. If
so, what spectrum bands could RRS and
BETRS be expanded to include? If
additional spectrum should be
designated on a primary basis for
BETRS, what band(s) would be viable?
How much spectrum would be needed?
Is there existing equipment or
equipment that can be manufactured
and made readily available for use in
the band(s)?

101. As a final matter, and in light of
the Commission’s policies towards a
more flexible-use, market-based
approach to spectrum management, we
believe it is appropriate at this time to
determine if the current designation of
RRS and BETRS as fixed services creates
disincentives towards a more expansive
use of the spectrum. We seek comment
on whether providing additional
flexibility to allow other types of service
offerings using RRS and BETRS
spectrum on a secondary basis would
provide the proper incentives for these
spectrum bands to be more fully utilized
in providing telecommunications
services to rural areas. If a more flexible
use policy were created for RRS and
BETRS, what considerations must the
Commission consider in adopting rules
and policies to facilitate such flexible
use?

I1I. Procedural Matters

A. Ex Parte Rules—Permit-But-Disclose
Proceeding

102. This is a permit-but-disclose
notice and comment rulemaking
proceeding. Ex parte presentations are
permitted, except during the Sunshine
Agenda period, provided they are
disclosed as provided in Commission
rules. See generally 47 CFR 1.1202,
1.1203, and 1.1206.

B. Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

103. As required by the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, the Commission has
prepared an Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) of the
possible impact on small entities of the
proposals in the NPRM. The IRFA is set
forth below. Written public comments
are requested on the IRFA. These
comments must be filed in accordance
with the same filing deadlines for
comments on the NPRM, and they must
have a separate and distinct heading
designating them as responses to the
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis.
The Commission’s Consumer
Information Bureau, Reference
Information Center, will send a copy of
this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
including the Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis, to the Chief

Counsel for Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration, in accordance
with the Regulatory Flexibility Act. See
5 U.S.C. 603(a).

Need for, and Objectives of, the NPRM

104. In this NPRM, we continue to
examine ways of amending our
regulations and policies governing the
electromagnetic spectrum and the
facilities-based commercial and private
wireless services that rely on spectrum,
in order to promote the rapid and
efficient deployment of these services in
rural areas. This NPRM builds upon the
work of our Notice of Inquiry, in which
we sought comment on how we could
modify our policies to encourage the
provision of wireless services in rural
areas. This NPRM also draws upon the
efforts and recommendations of the
Spectrum Policy Task Force, which
identified and evaluated potential
changes in our spectrum policy that
would increase public benefits from
spectrum-based services. This NPRM
proposes several ways in which the
Commission can modify and improve its
regulations and policies in order to
promote such wireless service within
rural areas while simultaneously
removing any disincentives or other
barriers to construction and operation in
rural areas.

105. As a complement to the measures
the Commission has already taken, we
seek to minimize regulatory costs and
eliminate unnecessary regulatory
barriers to the deployment of spectrum-
based services in rural areas. As
reflected in the proposals set forth in
this NPRM, we believe there are
additional spectrum policy initiatives
the Commission can adopt to reduce the
overall cost of regulation and increase
flexibility in a manner that will
facilitate access, capital formation,
build-out and coverage in rural areas.
Specifically, in this NPRM, we seek
comment on the appropriate definition
of what constitutes a “rural area” for the
purposes of this proceeding. We also
seek comment on how to define “built”
spectrum and we inquire as to whether
the most efficient approach may be to
rely on providers’ filings of their
construction notifications, an approach
used with broadband PCS. Notably, we
propose that spectrum in rural areas that
is leased by a licensee, and for which
the lessee meets the performance
requirements that are applicable to the
licensee, should be construed as ‘“used”
for the purposes of this proceeding and
any performance requirements we
adopt. Furthermore, we seek comment
on ways the Commission could modify
its regulations pertaining to unused
spectrum.
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106. In this NPRM, we propose the
adoption of a “substantial service”
construction benchmark during the
initial license term for all wireless
services that are licensed on a
geographic area basis and that are
subject to performance requirements.
We also propose a substantial service
safe harbor for rural areas. We also seek
comment on whether we should adopt
a geography-based benchmark for
wireless services that are licensed on a
geographic area basis and that currently
do not have a geographic area coverage
option. In addition, we seek comment
on whether we should impose
performance requirements in
subsequent license terms after initial
renewal. We also seek comment on
measures that may be taken to increase
power flexibility for licensed services.
We also seek comment as to the relative
effect on service in rural areas of the
Commission’s use of small versus large
geographic service areas.

107. In this NPRM, we seek comment
on what, if any, regulatory or policy
changes should be made to complement
the Rural Utilities Service’s (RUS)
financing programs. We also ask
whether we should allow RUS to take
security interests in spectrum licenses,
provided that any security interest is
expressly conditioned on the
Commission’s prior approval of any
assignment of the license from the
licensee to the secured party. We also
seek comment on whether we should
eliminate the cellular cross-interest rule
in Rural Service Areas with greater than
three competitors, and we seek
comment on what should constitute a
“competitor.” In addition, we seek
comment on whether clarifying the
Commission’s policy on infrastructure
sharing may promote service in rural
areas. Finally, we propose ways of
modifying our rules governing Rural
Radiotelephone Service (RRS) and Basic
Exchange Telephone Radio Systems
(BETRS) to expand the use of these
services, including removing eligibility
restrictions on the use of BETRS
spectrum.

Legal Basis

108. We tentatively conclude that we
have authority under sections 4(i), 11,
303(r), 309(j) and 706 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, 47 U.S.C. 154(i), 157, 161,
303(r), and 309(j), to adopt the proposals
set forth in the NPRM.

Description and Estimate of the Number
of Small Entities to Which the Rules
Will Apply

109. The RFA directs agencies to
provide a description of, and where

feasible, an estimate of the number of
small entities that may be affected by
the rules adopted herein. The RFA
generally defines the term ““‘small
entity”” as having the same meaning as
the terms “small business,” “small
organization,” and ‘“‘small governmental
jurisdiction.” In addition, the term
“small business”” has the same meaning
as the term “‘small business concern”
under the Small Business Act. A “small
business concern” is one which: (1) Is
independently owned and operated; (2)
is not dominant in its field of operation;
and (3) satisfies any additional criteria
established by the Small Business
Administration (SBA).

110. Cellular Licensees. The SBA has
developed a small business size
standard for small businesses in the
category “‘Cellular and Other Wireless
Telecommunications.” Under that SBA
category, a business is small if it has
1,500 or fewer employees. According to
the Bureau of the Census, only twelve
firms out of a total of 1,238 cellular and
other wireless telecommunications
firms operating during 1997 had 1,000
or more employees. Therefore, even if
all twelve of these firms were cellular
telephone companies, nearly all cellular
carriers are small businesses under the
SBA'’s definition.

111. 220 MHz Radio Service—Phase I
Licensees. The 220 MHz service has
both Phase I and Phase II licenses. Phase
I licensing was conducted by lotteries in
1992 and 1993. There are approximately
1,515 such non-nationwide licensees
and four nationwide licensees currently
authorized to operate in the 220 MHz
band. The Commission has not
developed a definition of small entities
specifically applicable to such
incumbent 220 MHz Phase I licensees.
To estimate the number of such
licensees that are small businesses, we
apply the small business size standard
under the SBA rules applicable to
“GCellular and Other Wireless
Telecommunications” companies. This
category provides that a small business
is a wireless company employing no
more than 1,500 persons. According to
the Census Bureau data for 1997, only
twelve firms out of a total of 1,238 such
firms that operated for the entire year,
had 1,000 or more employees. If this
general ratio continues in the context of
Phase I 220 MHz licensees, the
Commission estimates that nearly all
such licensees are small businesses
under the SBA’s small business
standard.

112. 220 MHz Radio Service—Phase II
Licensees. The 220 MHz service has
both Phase I and Phase II licenses. The
Phase II 220 MHz service is subject to
spectrum auctions. In an order relating

to this service, we adopted a small
business size standard for defining
“small” and ‘“‘very small”” businesses for
purposes of determining their eligibility
for special provisions such as bidding
credits and installment payments. This
small business standard indicates that a
“small business” is an entity that,
together with its affiliates and
controlling principals, has average gross
revenues not exceeding $15 million for
the preceding three years. A “very small
business” is defined as an entity that,
together with its affiliates and
controlling principals, has average gross
revenues that do not exceed $3 million
for the preceding three years. The SBA
has approved these small size standards.
Auctions of Phase II licenses
commenced on September 15, 1998, and
closed on October 22, 1998. In the first
auction, 908 licenses were auctioned in
three different-sized geographic areas:
Three nationwide licenses, 30 Regional
Economic Area Group (EAG) Licenses,
and 875 Economic Area (EA) Licenses.
Of the 908 licenses auctioned, 693 were
sold. Thirty-nine small businesses won
373 licenses in the first 220 MHz
auction. A second auction included 225
licenses: 216 EA licenses and 9 EAG
licenses. Fourteen companies claiming
small business status won 158 licenses.
A third auction included four licenses:
2 BEA licenses and 2 EAG licenses in
the 220 MHz Service. No small or very
small business won any of these
licenses.

113. Lower 700 MHz Band Licenses.
We adopted criteria for defining three
groups of small businesses for purposes
of determining their eligibility for
special provisions such as bidding
credits. We have defined a small
business as an entity that, together with
its affiliates and controlling principals,
has average gross revenues not
exceeding $40 million for the preceding
three years. A very small business is
defined as an entity that, together with
its affiliates and controlling principals,
has average gross revenues that are not
more than $15 million for the preceding
three years. Additionally, the lower 700
MHz Service has a third category of
small business status that may be
claimed for Metropolitan/Rural Service
Area (MSA/RSA) licenses. The third
category is entrepreneur, which is
defined as an entity that, together with
its affiliates and controlling principals,
has average gross revenues that are not
more than $3 million for the preceding
three years. The SBA has approved
these small size standards. An auction
of 740 licenses (one license in each of
the 734 MSAs/RSAs and one license in
each of the six Economic Area



64066

Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003 /Proposed Rules

Groupings (EAGs)) commenced on
August 27, 2002, and closed on
September 18, 2002. Of the 740 licenses
available for auction, 484 licenses were
sold to 102 winning bidders. Seventy-
two of the winning bidders claimed
small business, very small business or
entrepreneur status and won a total of
329 licenses. A second auction
commenced on May 28, 2003, and
closed on June 13, 2003, and included
256 licenses: 5 EAG licenses and 476
CMA licenses. Seventeen winning
bidders claimed small or very small
business status and won sixty licenses,
and nine winning bidders claimed
entrepreneur status and won 154
licenses.

114. Upper 700 MHz Band Licenses.
The Commission released an order
authorizing service in the upper 700
MHz band. This auction, previously
scheduled for January 13, 2003, has
been postponed.

115. Paging. In a recent order relating
to paging, we adopted a size standard
for “small businesses” for purposes of
determining their eligibility for special
provisions such as bidding credits and
installment payments. A small business
is an entity that, together with its
affiliates and controlling principals, has
average gross revenues not exceeding
$15 million for the preceding three
years. The SBA has approved this
definition. An auction of Metropolitan
Economic Area (MEA) licenses
commenced on February 24, 2000, and
closed on March 2, 2000. Of the 2,499
licenses auctioned, 985 were sold. Fifty-
seven companies claiming small
business status won 440 licenses. An
auction of Metropolitan Economic Area
(MEA) and Economic Area (EA) licenses
commenced on October 30, 2001, and
closed on December 5, 2001. Of the
15,514 licenses auctioned, 5,323 were
sold. 132 companies claiming small
business status purchased 3,724
licenses. A third auction, consisting of
8,874 licenses in each of 175 EAs and
1,328 licenses in all but three of the 51
MEAs commenced on May 13, 2003,
and closed on May 28, 2003. Seventy-
seven bidders claiming small or very
small business status won 2,093
licenses. Currently, there are
approximately 24,000 Private Paging
site-specific licenses and 74,000
Common Carrier Paging licenses.
According to the most recent Trends in
Telephone Service, 608 private and
common carriers reported that they
were engaged in the provision of either
paging or “other mobile” services. Of
these, we estimate that 589 are small,
under the SBA-approved small business
size standard. We estimate that the
majority of private and common carrier

paging providers would qualify as small
entities under the SBA definition.

116. Broadband Personal
Communications Service (PCS). The
broadband PCS spectrum is divided into
six frequency blocks designated A
through F, and the Commission has held
auctions for each block. The
Commission has created a small
business size standard for Blocks C and
F as an entity that has average gross
revenues of less than $40 million in the
three previous calendar years. For Block
F, an additional small business size
standard for “very small business” was
added and is defined as an entity that,
together with its affiliates, has average
gross revenues of not more than $15
million for the preceding three calendar
years. These small business size
standards, in the context of broadband
PCS auctions, have been approved by
the SBA. No small businesses within the
SBA-approved small business size
standards bid successfully for licenses
in Blocks A and B. There were 90
winning bidders that qualified as small
entities in the Block C auctions. A total
of 93 “small” and ““very small”” business
bidders won approximately 40 percent
of the 1,479 licenses for Blocks D, E, and
F. On March 23, 1999, the Commission
reauctioned 155 C, D, E, and F Block
licenses; there were 113 small business
winning bidders.

117. Narrowband PCS. The
Commission held an auction for
Narrowband PCS licenses that
commenced on July 25, 1994, and
closed on July 29, 1994. A second
commenced on October 26, 1994 and
closed on November 8, 1994. For
purposes of the first two Narrowband
PCS auctions, “small businesses’ were
entities with average gross revenues for
the prior three calendar years of $40
million or less. Through these auctions,
the Commission awarded a total of
forty-one licenses, 11 of which were
obtained by four small businesses. To
ensure meaningful participation by
small business entities in future
auctions, the Commission adopted a
two-tiered small business size standard
in an order relating to narrowband PCS.
A “small business” is an entity that,
together with affiliates and controlling
interests, has average gross revenues for
the three preceding years of not more
than $40 million. A “very small
business” is an entity that, together with
affiliates and controlling interests, has
average gross revenues for the three
preceding years of not more than $15
million. The SBA has approved these
small business size standards. A third
auction commenced on October 3, 2001
and closed on October 16, 2001. Here,
five bidders won 317 (MTA and

nationwide) licenses. Three of these
claimed status as a small or very small
entity and won 311 licenses.

118. Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR).
The Commission awards ‘““‘small entity”
bidding credits in auctions for
Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR)
geographic area licenses in the 800 MHz
and 900 MHz bands to firms that had
revenues of no more than $15 million in
each of the three previous calendar
years. The Commission awards “very
small entity” bidding credits to firms
that had revenues of no more than $3
million in each of the three previous
calendar years. The SBA has approved
these small business size standards for
the 900 MHz Service. The Commission
has held auctions for geographic area
licenses in the 800 MHz and 900 MHz
bands. The 900 MHz SMR auction began
on December 5, 1995, and closed on
April 15, 1996. Sixty bidders claiming
that they qualified as small businesses
under the $15 million size standard won
263 geographic area licenses in the 900
MHz SMR band. The 800 MHz SMR
auction for the upper 200 channels
began on October 28, 1997, and was
completed on December 8, 1997. Ten
bidders claiming that they qualified as
small businesses under the $15 million
size standard won 38 geographic area
licenses for the upper 200 channels in
the 800 MHz SMR band. A second
auction for the 800 MHz band was held
on January 10, 2002 and closed on
January 17, 2002 and included 23 BEA
licenses. One bidder claiming small
business status won five licenses.

119. The auction of the 1,050 800
MHz SMR geographic area licenses for
the General Category channels began on
August 16, 2000, and was completed on
September 1, 2000. Eleven bidders won
108 geographic area licenses for the
General Category channels in the 800
MHz SMR band qualified as small
businesses under the $15 million size
standard. In an auction completed on
December 5, 2000, a total of 2,800
Economic Area licenses in the lower 80
channels of the 800 MHz SMR service
were sold. Of the 22 winning bidders,
19 claimed “small business” status and
won 129 licenses. Thus, combining all
three auctions, 40 winning bidders for
geographic licenses in the 800 MHz
SMR band claimed status as small
business.

120. In addition, there are numerous
incumbent site-by-site SMR licensees
and licensees with extended
implementation authorizations in the
800 and 900 MHz bands. We do not
know how many firms provide 800 MHz
or 900 MHz geographic area SMR
pursuant to extended implementation
authorizations, nor how many of these
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providers have annual revenues of no
more than $15 million. One firm has
over $15 million in revenues. We
assume, for purposes of this analysis,
that all of the remaining existing
extended implementation
authorizations are held by small
entities, as that small business size
standard is established by the SBA.

121. Private Land Mobile Radio
(PLMR). PLMR systems serve an
essential role in a range of industrial,
business, land transportation, and
public safety activities. These radios are
used by companies of all sizes operating
in all U.S. business categories, and are
often used in support of the licensee’s
primary (non-telecommunications)
business operations. For the purpose of
determining whether a licensee of a
PLMR system is a small business as
defined by the SBA, we could use the
definition for “Cellular and Other
Wireless Telecommunications.” This
definition provides that a small entity is
any such entity employing no more than
1,500 persons. The Commission does
not require PLMR licensees to disclose
information about number of
employees, so the Commission does not
have information that could be used to
determine how many PLMR licensees
constitute small entities under this
definition. Moreover, because PMLR
licensees generally are not in the
business of providing cellular or other
wireless telecommunications services
but instead use the licensed facilities in
support of other business activities, we
are not certain that the Cellular and
Other Wireless Telecommunications
category is appropriate for determining
how many PLMR licensees are small
entities for this analysis. Rather, it may
be more appropriate to assess PLMR
licensees under the standards applied to
the particular industry subsector to
which the licensee belongs.

122. The Commission’s 1994 Annual
Report on PLMRs indicates that at the
end of fiscal year 1994, there were
1,087,267 licensees operating
12,481,989 transmitters in the PLMR
bands below 512 MHz. Because any
entity engaged in a commercial activity
is eligible to hold a PLMR license, the
revised rules in this context could
potentially impact every small business
in the United States.

123. Fixed Microwave Services. Fixed
microwave services include common
carrier, private-operational fixed, and
broadcast auxiliary radio services.
Currently, there are approximately
22,015 common carrier fixed licensees
and 61,670 private operational-fixed
licensees and broadcast auxiliary radio
licensees in the microwave services.
The Commission has not yet defined a

small business with respect to
microwave services. For purposes of
this IRFA, we will use the SBA’s
definition applicable to “Cellular and
Other Wireless Telecommunications”
companies—that is, an entity with no
more than 1,500 persons. The
Commission does not have data
specifying the number of these licensees
that have more than 1,500 employees,
and thus is unable at this time to
estimate with greater precision the
number of fixed microwave service
licensees that would qualify as small
business concerns under the SBA’s
small business size standard.
Consequently, the Commission
estimates that there are 22,015 or fewer
small common carrier fixed licensees
and 61,670 or fewer small private
operational-fixed licensees and small
broadcast auxiliary radio licensees in
the microwave services that may be
affected by the rules and policies
adopted herein. The Commission notes,
however, that the common carrier
microwave fixed licensee category
includes some large entities.

124. Wireless Communications
Services. This service can be used for
fixed, mobile, radiolocation, and digital
audio broadcasting satellite uses. The
Commission defined “‘small business”
for the wireless communications
services (WCS) auction as an entity with
average gross revenues of $40 million
for each of the three preceding years,
and a “very small business” as an entity
with average gross revenues of $15
million for each of the three preceding
years. The SBA has approved these
definitions. The FCC auctioned
geographic area licenses in the WCS
service. In the auction, which
commenced on April 15, 1997 and
closed on April 25, 1997, there were
seven bidders that won 31 licenses that
qualified as very small business entities,
and one bidder that won one license
that qualified as a small business entity.
An auction for one license in the 1670-
1674 MHz band commenced on April
30, 2003 and closed the same day. One
license was awarded. The winning
bidder was not a small entity.

125. 39 GHz Service. The Commission
defines “small entity” for 39 GHz
licenses as an entity that has average
gross revenues of less than $40 million
in the three previous calendar years.
“Very small business” is defined as an
entity that, together with its affiliates,
has average gross revenues of not more
than $15 million for the preceding three
calendar years. The SBA has approved
these definitions. The auction of the
2,173 39 GHz licenses began on April
12, 2000, and closed on May 8, 2000.

The 18 bidders who claimed small
business status won 849 licenses.

126. Local Multipoint Distribution
Service. An auction of the 986 Local
Multipoint Distribution Service (LMDS)
licenses began on February 18, 1998,
and closed on March 25, 1998. The
Commission defined “small entity” for
LMDS licenses as an entity that has
average gross revenues of less than $40
million in the three previous calendar
years. An additional classification for
“very small business” was added and is
defined as an entity that, together with
its affiliates, has average gross revenues
of not more than $15 million for the
preceding three calendar years. These
regulations defining “small entity” in
the context of LMDS auctions have been
approved by the SBA. There were 93
winning bidders that qualified as small
entities in the LMDS auctions. A total of
93 small and very small business
bidders won approximately 277 A Block
licenses and 387 B Block licenses. On
March 27, 1999, the Commission re-
auctioned 161 licenses; there were 32
small and very small business winning
bidders that won 119 licenses.

127. 218-219 MHz Service. The first
auction of 218-219 MHz (previously
referred to as the Interactive and Video
Data Service or IVDS) spectrum resulted
in 178 entities winning licenses for 594
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).
Of the 594 licenses, 567 were won by
167 entities qualifying as a small
business. For that auction, we defined a
small business as an entity that, together
with its affiliates, has no more than a $6
million net worth and, after federal
income taxes (excluding any carry over
losses), has no more than $2 million in
annual profits each year for the previous
two years. In an order relating to the
218-219 MHz service, we defined a
small business as an entity that, together
with its affiliates and persons or entities
that hold interests in such an entity and
their affiliates, has average annual gross
revenues not exceeding $15 million for
the preceding three years. A very small
business is defined as an entity that,
together with its affiliates and persons
or entities that hold interests in such an
entity and its affiliates, has average
annual gross revenues not exceeding $3
million for the preceding three years.
The SBA has approved of these
definitions. At this time, we cannot
estimate the number of licenses that will
be won by entities qualifying as small or
very small businesses under our rules in
future auctions of 218-219 MHz
spectrum. Given the success of small
businesses in the previous auction, and
the prevalence of small businesses in
the subscription television services and
message communications industries, we
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assume for purposes of this IRFA that in
future auctions, many, and perhaps all,
of the licenses may be awarded to small
businesses.

128. Location and Monitoring Service
(LMS). Multilateration LMS systems use
non-voice radio techniques to determine
the location and status of mobile radio
units. For purposes of auctioning LMS
licenses, the Commission has defined
“small business” as an entity that,
together with controlling interests and
affiliates, has average annual gross
revenues for the preceding three years
not exceeding $15 million. A “very
small business” is defined as an entity
that, together with controlling interests
and affiliates, has average annual gross
revenues for the preceding three years
not exceeding $3 million. These
definitions have been approved by the
SBA. An auction for LMS licenses
commenced on February 23, 1999, and
closed on March 5, 1999. Of the 528
licenses auctioned, 289 licenses were
sold to four small businesses. We cannot
accurately predict the number of
remaining licenses that could be
awarded to small entities in future LMS
auctions.

129. Rural Radiotelephone Service.
We use the SBA definition applicable to
cellular and other wireless
telecommunication companies, i.e., an
entity employing no more than 1,500
persons. There are approximately 1,000
licensees in the Rural Radiotelephone
Service, and the Commission estimates
that there are 1,000 or fewer small entity
licensees in the Rural Radiotelephone
Service that may be affected by the rules
and policies adopted herein.

130. Air-Ground Radiotelephone
Service. We use the SBA definition
applicable to cellular and other wireless
telecommunication companies, i.e., an
entity employing no more than 1,500
persons. There are approximately 100
licensees in the Air-Ground
Radiotelephone Service, and the
Commission estimates that almost all of
them qualify as small entities under the
SBA definition.

131. Offshore Radiotelephone Service.
This service operates on several ultra
high frequency (UHF) TV broadcast
channels that are not used for TV
broadcasting in the coastal area of the
states bordering the Gulf of Mexico. At
present, there are approximately 55
licensees in this service. We use the
SBA definition applicable to cellular
and other wireless telecommunication
companies, i.e., an entity employing no
more than 1,500 persons. The
Commission is unable at this time to
estimate the number of licensees that
would qualify as small entities under
the SBA definition. The Commission

assumes, for purposes of this IRFA, that
all of the 55 licensees are small entities,
as that term is defined by the SBA.

132. Multiple Address Systems
(MAS). Entities using MAS spectrum, in
general, fall into two categories: (1)
Those using the spectrum for profit-
based uses, and (2) those using the
spectrum for private internal uses. With
respect to the first category, the
Commission defines “small entity” for
MAS licenses as an entity that has
average gross revenues of less than $15
million in the three previous calendar
years. ‘“Very small business” is defined
as an entity that, together with its
affiliates, has average gross revenues of
not more than $3 million for the
preceding three calendar years. The
SBA has approved of these definitions.
The majority of these entities will most
likely be licensed in bands where the
Commission has implemented a
geographic area licensing approach that
would require the use of competitive
bidding procedures to resolve mutually
exclusive applications. The
Commission’s licensing database
indicates that, as of January 20, 1999,
there were a total of 8,670 MAS station
authorizations. Of these, 260
authorizations were associated with
common carrier service. In addition, an
auction for 5,104 MAS licenses in 176
EAs began November 14, 2001, and
closed on November 27, 2001. Seven
winning bidders claimed status as small
or very small businesses and won 611
licenses.

133. With respect to the second
category, which consists of entities that
use, or seek to use, MAS spectrum to
accommodate their own internal
communications needs, we note that
MAS serves an essential role in a range
of industrial, safety, business, and land
transportation activities. MAS radios are
used by companies of all sizes,
operating in virtually all U.S. business
categories, and by all types of public
safety entities. For the majority of
private internal users, the definitions
developed by the SBA would be more
appropriate. The applicable definition
of small entity in this instance appears
to be the “Cellular and Other Wireless
Telecommunications” definition under
the SBA rules. This definition provides
that a small entity is any entity
employing no more than 1,500 persons.
The Commission’s licensing database
indicates that, as of January 20, 1999, of
the 8,670 total MAS station
authorizations, 8,410 authorizations
were for private radio service, and of
these, 1,433 were for private land
mobile radio service.

134. Incumbent 24 GHz Licensees.
The rules that we adopt could affect

incumbent licensees who were relocated
to the 24 GHz band from the 18 GHz
band, and applicants who wish to
provide services in the 24 GHz band.
The Commission did not develop a
definition of small entities applicable to
existing licensees in the 24 GHz band.
Therefore, the applicable definition of
small entity is the definition under the
SBA rules for “Cellular and Other
Wireless Telecommunications.” This
definition provides that a small entity is
any entity employing no more than
1,500 persons. The 1992 Census of
Transportation, Communications and
Utilities, conducted by the Bureau of the
Census, which is the most recent
information available, shows that only
12 radiotelephone (now Wireless) firms
out of a total of 1,178 such firms that
operated during 1992 had 1,000 or more
employees. This information
notwithstanding, we believe that there
are only two licensees in the 24 GHz
band that were relocated from the 18
GHz band, Teligent and TRW, Inc. It is
our understanding that Teligent and its
related companies have less than 1,500
employees, though this may change in
the future. TRW is not a small entity.
Thus, only one incumbent licensee in
the 24 GHz band is a small business
entity.

135. Future 24 GHz Licensees. With
respect to new applicants in the 24 GHz
band, we have defined ‘““small business”
as an entity that, together with
controlling interests and affiliates, has
average annual gross revenues for the
three preceding years not exceeding $15
million. “Very small business” in the 24
GHz band is defined as an entity that,
together with controlling interests and
affiliates, has average gross revenues not
exceeding $3 million for the preceding
three years. The SBA has approved
these definitions. The Commission will
not know how many licensees will be
small or very small businesses until the
auction, if required, is held.

136. 700 MHz Guard Band Licenses.
In an order relating to the 700 MHz
Guard Band, we adopted a small
business size standard for ‘‘small
businesses’” and “‘very small
businesses” for purposes of determining
their eligibility for special provisions
such as bidding credits and installment
payments. A “small business” is an
entity that, together with its affiliates
and controlling principals, has average
gross revenues not exceeding $15
million for the preceding three years.
Additionally, a “very small business” is
an entity that, together with its affiliates
and controlling principals, has average
gross revenues that are not more than $3
million for the preceding three years.
An auction of 52 Major Economic Area
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(MEA) licenses commenced on
September 6, 2000, and closed on
September 21, 2000. Of the 104 licenses
auctioned, 96 licenses were sold to nine
bidders. Five of these bidders were
small businesses that won a total of 26
licenses. A second auction of 700 MHz
Guard Band licenses commenced on
February 13, 2001 and closed on
February 21, 2001. All eight of the
licenses auctioned were sold to three
bidders. One of these bidders was a
small business that won a total of two
licenses.

137. Multipoint Distribution Service,
Multichannel Multipoint Distribution
Service, and Instructional Television
Fixed Service. Multichannel Multipoint
Distribution Service (MMDS) systems,
often referred to as ‘“wireless cable,”
transmit video programming to
subscribers using the microwave
frequencies of the Multipoint
Distribution Service (MDS) and
Instructional Television Fixed Service
(ITFS). In connection with the 1996
MDS auction, the Commission defined
“small business” as an entity that,
together with its affiliates, has average
gross annual revenues that are not more
than $40 million for the preceding three
calendar years. The SBA has approved
of this standard. The MDS auction
resulted in 67 successful bidders
obtaining licensing opportunities for
493 Basic Trading Areas (BTAs). Of the
67 auction winners, 61 claimed status as
a small business. At this time, we
estimate that of the 61 small business
MDS auction winners, 48 remain small
business licensees. In addition to the 48
small businesses that hold BTA
authorizations, there are approximately
392 incumbent MDS licensees that have
gross revenues that are not more than
$40 million and are thus considered
small entities. After adding the number
of small business auction licensees to
the number of incumbent licensees not
already counted, we find that there are
currently approximately 440 MDS
licensees that are defined as small
businesses under either the SBA’s or the
Commission’s rules. Some of those 440
small business licensees may be affected
by the proposals in the Further Notice.

138. In addition, the SBA has
developed a small business size
standard for Cable and Other Program
Distribution, which includes all such
companies generating $12.5 million or
less in annual receipts. According to
Census Bureau data for 1997, there were
a total of 1,311 firms in this category,
total, that had operated for the entire
year. Of this total, 1,180 firms had
annual receipts of under $10 million,
and an additional 52 firms had receipts
of $10 million or more but less than $25

million. Consequently, we estimate that
the majority of providers in this service
category are small businesses that may
be affected by the rules and policies
proposed in the Further Notice.

139. Finally, while SBA approval for
a Commission-defined small business
size standard applicable to ITFS is
pending, educational institutions are
included in this analysis as small
entities. There are currently 2,032 ITFS
licensees, and all but 100 of these
licenses are held by educational
institutions. Thus, we tentatively
conclude that at least 1,932 ITFS
licensees are small businesses.

Description of Projected Reporting,
Recordkeeping, and Other Compliance
Requirements

140. The NPRM does not propose any
specific reporting, recordkeeping or
compliance requirements. However, we
seek comment on what, if any,
requirements we should impose if we
adopt the proposals set forth in the
NPRM.

Steps Taken To Minimize Significant
Economic Impact on Small Entities, and
Significant Alternatives Considered

141. The RFA requires an agency to
describe any significant, specifically
small business, alternatives that it has
considered in developing its approach,
which may include the following four
alternatives (among others): (1) The
establishment of differing compliance or
reporting requirements or timetables
that take into account the resources
available to small entities; (2) the
clarification, consolidation, or
simplification of compliance or
reporting requirements under the rule
for small entities; (3) the use of
performance, rather than design,
standards; and (4) an exemption from
coverage of the rule, or any part thereof,
for small Entities.

142. As stated earlier, we seek to
minimize regulatory costs and eliminate
unnecessary regulatory burdens to the
deployment of spectrum-based services
in rural areas. Therefore, we believe that
modifying or eliminating certain rules
should decrease the costs associated
with regulatory compliance for licensees
and increase flexibility in a manner that
will facilitate access, capital formation,
build-out and coverage in rural areas.
We therefore anticipate that, although it
seems likely that there will be a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities,
there will be no adverse economic
impact on small entities. In fact, certain
of the proposed rules may particularly
benefit small entities.

143. For example, the NPRM proposes
that spectrum in rural areas that is
leased by a licensee, and for which the
lessee meets the performance
requirements that are applicable to the
licensee, should be construed as ‘“used”
for the purposes of this proceeding and
any performance requirements we
adopt. Although adoption of this
proposal would benefit both small and
large entities in the radio services where
leasing is allowed, the majority of
businesses in these radio services are
small entities.

144. The NPRM further proposes a
“substantial service” construction
benchmark for all wireless services
licensed on a geographic basis. We
believe this proposal, if adopted, will
affect small and large entities alike by
providing increased flexibility,
particularly in rural areas, for licensees
to meet their performance requirements.

145. In addition, the NPRM proposes
to modify the eligibility restrictions on
the use of spectrum within the Basic
Exchange Telephone Radio Systems
(BETRS) to allow more flexible use of
the spectrum. We believe this proposal,
if adopted, will provide a particular
benefit to small entities by providing
current BETRS licensees, of which a
majority are small entities, with
increased flexibility to use BETRS
spectrum.

146. In the NPRM, then, the
Commission has set forth various
options it is considering for each rule,
from modifying them to eliminating
them all together. We seek comment on
any additional appropriate alternatives
and especially alternatives that may
further reduce economic impacts on
small entities.

Federal Rules That May Duplicate,
Overlap or Conflict With the Proposed
Rules

147. None.

C. Initial Paperwork Reduction Act of
1995 Analysis

148. This NPRM seeks comment on a
proposed information collection. As
part of the Commission’s continuing
effort to reduce paperwork burdens, we
invite the general public and the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) to
take this opportunity to comment on the
information collections contained in
this NPRM, as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995,
Public Law 104-13. Public and agency
comments are due at the same time as
other comments on this NPRM and must
have a separate heading designating
them as responses to the Initial
Paperwork Reduction Analysis (IPRA).
OMB comments are due 60 days from
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date of publication of this NPRM in the
Federal Register. Comments should
address: (a) Whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the Commission, including
whether the information shall have
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the
Commission’s burden estimates; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information collected; and
(d) ways to minimize the burden of the
collection of information on the
respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.
In addition to filing comments with the
Secretary, a copy of any comments on
the information collection(s) contained
herein should be submitted to Judith B.
Herman, Federal Communications
Commission, room 1-C804, 445 12th
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20554, or
via the Internet to <Judith.B-
Herman@fcc.gov> and to Kim A.
Johnson, OMB Desk Officer, room 10236
NEOB, 725 17th Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20503 via the Internet
to Kim_A._Johnson@omb.eop.gov or by
fax to 202—-395-5167.

D. Comment Dates

149. Pursuant to applicable
procedures set forth in sections 1.415
and 1.419 of the Commission’s Rules,
interested parties may file comments on
or before December 29, 2003 and reply
comments on or before January 26,
2004. Comments and reply comments
should be filed in WT Docket No. 03—
202. All relevant and timely comments
will be considered by the Commission
before final action is taken in this
proceeding. To file formally in this
proceeding, interested parties must file
an original and four copies of all
comments, reply comments, and
supporting comments. If interested
parties want each Commissioner to
receive a personal copy of their
comments, they must file an original
plus nine copies.

150. Comments also may be filed
using the Commission’s Electronic
Comment Filing System (ECFS).
Comments filed through the ECFS can
be sent as an electronic file via the
Internet to <http://www.fcc.gov/cgb/
ecfs>. Generally, only one copy of an
electronic submission must be filed.
Commenters should transmit one
electronic copy of the comments to WT
Docket No. 03—202. In completing the
transmittal screen, commenters should
include their full name, Postal Service
mailing address, and the applicable
docket or rulemaking number. Parties
may also submit electronic comments
by Internet e-mail. To receive filing

instructions for e-mail comments,
commenters should send an e-mail to
ecfs@fcc.gov, and should include the
following words in the body of the
message, “‘get form <your e-mail
address>.” A sample form and
directions will be sent in reply.

151. Parties who choose to file by
paper must file an original and four
copies of each filing. Filings can be sent
by hand or messenger delivery, by
commercial overnight courier, or by
first-class or overnight U.S. Postal
Service mail (although we continue to
experience delays in receiving U.S.
Postal Service mail). The Commission’s
contractor, Natek, Inc., will receive
hand-delivered or messenger-delivered
paper filings for the Commission’s
Secretary at 236 Massachusetts Avenue,
NE., Suite 110, Washington, DC 20002.
The filing hours at this location will be
8 a.m. to 7 p.m. All hand deliveries
must be held together with rubber bands
or fasteners. Any envelopes must be
disposed of before entering the building.
In addition, parties who choose to file
by paper should provide a courtesy
copy of each filing to Nicole McGinnis,
Attorney Advisor, Commercial Wireless
Division, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau, 445 12th Street, SW., Room
6223, Washington, DC 20554 or by e-
mail to Nicole McGinnis at
Nicole.McGinnis@fcc.gov.

152. Commercial overnight mail
(other than U.S. Postal Service Express
Mail and Priority Mail) must be sent to
9300 East Hampton Drive, Capitol
Heights, MD 20743. U.S. Postal Service
first-class mail, Express Mail, and
Priority Mail should be addressed to 445
12th Street, SW., Washington, DC
20554. All filings must be addressed to
the Commission’s Secretary, Office of
the Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission.

If you are sending this
type of document or
using this delivery
method . . .

It should be ad-
dressed for delivery
to. ..

United States Postal
Service first-class
mail, Express Mail,

445 12th Street, SW.,
Washington, DC
20554

If you are sending this
type of document or
using this delivery
method . . .

It should be ad-
dressed for delivery
to. ..

Hand-delivered or
messenger-deliv-
ered paper filings
for the Commis-
sion’s Secretary.

Other messenger-de-
livered documents,
including docu-
ments sent by over-
night mail (other
than United States
Postal Service Ex-
press Mail and Pri-
ority Mail).

236 Massachusetts
Avenue, NE., Suite
110, Washington,
DC 20002 (8 to 7
p.m.)

9300 East Hampton
Drive, Capitol
Heights, MD 20743
(8 a.m. to 5:30
p.m.)

and Priority Mail.

153. Regardless of whether parties
choose to file electronically or by paper,
parties should also file one copy of any
documents filed in this docket with the
Commission’s copy contractor, Qualex
International, Portals II, 445 12th Street,
SW., CY-B402, Washington, DC 20554
(see alternative addresses above for
delivery by hand or messenger)
(telephone 202-863—-2893; facsimile
202—863—2898) or via e-mail at
qualexint@aol.com.

154. The full text of this document is
available for public inspection and
copying during regular business hours
at the FCC Reference Information
Center, Portals II, 445 12th Street, SW.,
Room CY-A257, Washington, DC,
20554. This document may also be
purchased from the Commission’s
duplicating contractor, Qualex
International, Portals II, 445 12th Street,
SW., Room CY-B402, Washington, DC,
20554, telephone 202—863-2893,
facsimile 202—-863-2898, or via e-mail
qualexint@aol.com. Alternative formats
(computer diskette, large print, audio
cassette and Braille) are available to
persons with disabilities by contacting
Brian Millin at (202) 418-7426, TTY
(202) 418-7365, or at
brian.millin@fcc.gov.

IV. Ordering Clauses

155. Pursuant to the authority
contained in sections 4(i), 11, 303(r),
309(j) and 706 of the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C.
154(i), 157, 161, 303(r), and 309(j), the
NPRM is adopted.

156. The Commission’s Consumer and
Governmental Affairs Bureau, Reference
Information Center, shall send a copy of
the NPRM, including the Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, to the
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration.

List of Subjects

47 CFR Part 22

Communications common carriers,
rural areas.

47 CFR Part 24

Communications equipment,
telecommunications.

47 CFR Part 90

Communications equipment,
reporting and recordkeeping equipment.
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Federal Communications Commission.
Marlene H. Dortch,
Secretary.

Proposed Rules

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Federal Communications
Commission proposes to amend 47 CFR
Parts 22, 24, and 90 as follows:

PART 22—PUBLIC MOBILE SERVICES

1. The authority citation for Part 22
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 222, 303, 309 and
332.

2. Section 22.702 is revised to read as
follows:

§22.702 Eligibility.

Existing and proposed
communications common carriers are
eligible to hold authorizations to operate
conventional central office, interoffice
and rural stations in the Rural
Radiotelephone Service. Subscribers are
also eligible to hold authorizations to
operate rural subscriber stations in the
Rural Radiotelephone Service.

PART 24—PERSONAL
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

3. The authority citation for Part 24
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 301, 302, 303,
309 and 332.

4. Section 24.203(a) is revised to read
as follows:

§24.203 Construction requirements.

(a) Licensees of 30 MHz blocks must
serve with a signal level sufficient to
provide adequate service to at least one-
third of the population in their licensed
area within five years of being licensed
and two-thirds of the population in their
licensed area within ten years of being
licensed. Alternatively, licensees may
provide “substantial service” to their
licensed area within ten years.
Licensees may choose to define
population using the 1990 census or the
2000 census. Failure by any licensee to
meet these requirements will result in
forfeiture or non-renewal of the license
and the licensee will be ineligible to
regain it.

* * * * *

PART 90—PRIVATE LAND MOBILE
RADIO SERVICES

5. The authority citation for Part 90
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sections 4(i), 11, 303(g), 303(r),
and 332(c)(7) of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 154(i), 161,
303(g), 303(r), 332(c)(7).

6. Section 90.155(d) is revised to read
as follows:

§90.155 Time in which station must be
placed in operation.
* * * * *

(d) Multilateration LMS EA-licensees,
authorized in accordance with § 90.353,
must construct and place in operation a
sufficient number of base stations that
utilize multilateration technology (see
paragraph (e) of this section) to provide
multilateration location service to one-
third of the EA’s population within five
years of initial license grant, and two-
thirds of the population within ten
years. Alternatively, licensees may
provide “substantial service” to their
licensed area within ten years. In
demonstrating compliance with the
construction and coverage requirements,
the Commission will allow licensees to
individually determine an appropriate
field strength for reliable service, taking
into account the technologies employed
in their system design and other
relevant technical factors. At the five
and ten year benchmarks, licensees will
be required to file a map and FCC Form
601 showing compliance with the
coverage requirements (see § 1.946 of
this chapter).

* * * * *

7. Section 90.685(b) is revised to read

as follows:

§90.685 Authorization, construction and
implementation of EA licenses.
* * * * *

(b) EA licensees in the 806—821/851—
866 MHz band must, within three years
of the grant of their initial license,
construct and place into operation a
sufficient number of base stations to
provide coverage to at least one-third of
the population of its EA-based service
area. Further, each EA licensee must
provide coverage to at least two-thirds
of the population of the EA-based
service area within five years of the
grant of their initial license.
Alternatively, EA-based licensees may
provide substantial service to their
markets within five years of the grant of
their initial license. Substantial service
shall be defined as: “Service which is
sound, favorable, and substantially
above a level of mediocre service.”

* * * * *

8. Section 90.767 is revised to read as
follows:

§90.767 Construction and implementation
of EA and Regional licenses.

(a) An EA or Regional licensee must
construct a sufficient number of base
stations (i.e., base stations for land
mobile and/or paging operations) to
provide coverage to at least one-third of

the population of its EA or REAG within
five years of the issuance of its initial
license and at least two-thirds of the
population of its EA or REAG within ten
years of the issuance of its initial
license. Alternatively, licensees may
provide “substantial service” to their
licensed area at their five- and ten-year
benchmarks.

(b) Licensees must notify the
Comimission in accordance with § 1.946
of this chapter of compliance with the
Construction requirements of paragraph
(a) of this section.

(c) Failure by an EA or Regional
licensee to meet the construction
requirements of paragraph (a) of this
section, as applicable, will result in
automatic cancellation of its entire EA
or Regional license. In such instances,
EA or Regional licenses will not be
converted to individual, site-by-site
authorizations for already constructed
stations.

(d) EA and Regional licensees will not
be permitted to count the resale of the
services of other providers in their EA
or REAG, e.g., incumbent, Phase I
licensees, to meet the construction
requirement of paragraph (a) or (b) of
this section, as applicable.

(e) EA and Regional licensees will not
be required to construct and place in
operation, or commence service on, all
of their authorized channels at all of
their base stations or fixed stations.

9. Section 90.769 is revised to read as
follows:

§90.769 Construction and implementation
of Phase Il nationwide licenses.

(a) A nationwide licensee must
construct a sufficient number of base
stations (i.e., base stations for land
mobile and/or paging operations) to
provide coverage to a composite area of
at least 750,000 square kilometers or
37.5 percent of the United States
population within five years of the
issuance of its initial license and a
composite area of at least 1,500,000
square kilometers or 75 percent of the
United States population within ten
years of the issuance of its initial
license. Alternatively, licensees may
provide “substantial service” to their
licensed area at their five- and ten-year
benchmarks.

(b) Licensees must notify the
Commission in accordance with § 1.946
of this chapter of compliance with the
Construction requirements of paragraph
(a) of this section.

(c) Failure by a nationwide licensee to
meet the construction requirements of
paragraph (a) of this section, as
applicable, will result in automatic
cancellation of its entire nationwide
license. In such instances, nationwide
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licenses will not be converted to
individual, site-by-site authorizations
for already constructed stations.

(d) Nationwide licensees will not be
required to construct and place in
operation, or commence service on, all
of their authorized channels at all of
their base stations or fixed stations.

[FR Doc. 03—28047 Filed 11-10—-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-U

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration

49 CFR Part 393

[DOT Docket No. FMCSA-02-13589]
RIN 2126-AA80

Parts and Accessories Necessary for
Safe Operation; Fuel Systems

AGENCY: Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration (FMCSA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking;
request for comments.

SUMMARY: The FMCSA proposes to
revise the requirements concerning fuel
tank fill rates for gasoline- and
methanol-fueled light-duty vehicles
contained in Subpart E of the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations
(FMCSRs). The purpose of the proposal
is to: (1) Remove a conflict between the
fuel tank fill rate requirements of the
FMCSRs and those of the Environmental
Protection Agency for gasoline and
methanol-fueled vehicles up to 14,000
pounds (Ibs) Gross Vehicle Weight
Rating (GVWR); and (2) to make
permanent the terms of the exemptions
previously granted to motor carriers
operating certain gasoline-fueled
commercial motor vehicles (CMVs)
manufactured by Ford Motor Company
(Ford) and by General Motors (GM). The
FMCSA also proposes to incorporate
into the FMCSRs previously issued
regulatory guidance concerning the
applicability of the agency’s fuel tank
rules to vehicles subject to the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) fuel system integrity standard
at the time of manufacture.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before January 12, 2004.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
to DOT Docket Management Systems
(DMS) Docket Number 13589 by any of
the following methods:

» Web site: http://dms.dot.gov.
Follow the instructions for submitting
comments on the DOT electronic docket
site.

e Fax:1-202-493-2251.

* Mail: Docket Management Facility;
U.S. Department of Transportation, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Nassif Building,
Room PL-401, Washington, DC 20590—
0001.

* Hand Delivery: Room PL-401 on
the plaza level of the Nassif Building,
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20590, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
e.t., Monday through Friday, except
Federal Holidays.

 Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the
online instructions for submitting
comments.

Instructions: All submissions must
include the agency name and docket
number or Regulatory Identification
Number (RIN) for this rulemaking. For
detailed instructions on submitting
comments and additional information
on the rulemaking process, see the
Public Participation subheading at the
beginning of the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION section of this document.
Note that all comments received will be
posted without change to http://
dms.dot.gov including any personal
information provided. Please see the
Privacy Act heading under Regulatory
Notices.

Docket: For access to the docket to
read background documents or
comments received, go to http://
dms.dot.gov at any time or to Room PL-
401 on the plaza level of the Nassif
Building, 400 Seventh Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., e.t.,, Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Deborah M. Freund, Office of Bus and
Truck Standards and Operations, (202)
366—4009, Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration, 400 Seventh Street,
SW., Washington, DC 20590-0001.
Office hours are from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15
p-m., e.t., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Public Participation

The DMS is available 24 hours each
day, 365 days each year. You can get
electronic submission and retrieval help
guidelines under the “help” section of
the DMS web site. If you want us to
notify you that we received your
comments, please include a self-
addressed, stamped envelope or
postcard or print the acknowledgement
page that appears after submitting
comments on-line.

Background

Section 393.67(c)(7)(ii) of Title 49,
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),

requires the fill pipe and vents of a CMV
with a fuel tank of more than 25 gallons
capacity to permit the tank to be filled
at a rate of at least 20 gallons per minute
(gpm) without fuel spillage.

In 1999, Ford and GM filed
applications for limited exemptions
from this fuel system requirement.

Ford manufactures a line of vehicles
under the “Econoline” brand for
additional work and sale by second-
stage manufacturers, including use as
CMVs as defined in 49 CFR 390.5.
Specifically, finished vehicles are based
on a “light-truck” platform with load-or
passenger-carrying capabilities that
place them within the weight-or
passenger-carrying thresholds of the
FMCSRs.

The fill pipe of the fuel system of
these light-duty vehicles is routed to
minimize its exposure in the event of a
crash. Because of the design
characteristics of the fuel fill-pipe and
system and the vapor generated when
filling such tanks with gasoline, Ford
found that the fuel systems in the
gasoline versions of these light-duty
vehicles could not meet the FMCSA
requirement of § 393.67(c)(7)(ii).
However, Ford noted that the diesel
versions complied with the 20 gallon
per minute minimum filling rate. Ford
applied for exemptions for the gasoline
fueled light-duty vehicles from
§393.67(c)(7)(ii), and also 49 CFR
393.67(f)(2) and (f)(3), which require
that liquid fuel tanks be marked with
the manufacturer’s name and display a
certification label that the tank conforms
to all applicable rules in § 393.67.

On August 10, 1999, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), now
the FMCSA, published a Notice of
Intent to grant Ford’s application for
exemption (64 FR 43417). The FHWA
requested public comment on Ford’s
application and the agency’s safety
analysis and presented other relevant
information. After considering all the
comments received, the agency granted
an exemption to Ford on December 20,
1999 (64 FR 71184). In that notice (at
71185), the agency noted that the 20
gallon per minute rate, while
appropriate for diesel fuel-powered
vehicles, mandates that fill pipes on
gasoline-powered vehicles be capable of
receiving fuel at twice the maximum
rate gasoline pumps are allowed to
dispense fuel.? The vehicles in question
are gasoline-fueled and are capable of
receiving fuel at a rate of 17 gallons per
minute.

1 As noted in our discussion below, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard is
10 gpm.
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The FMCSA published a notice of
intent on November 2, 2001 (66 FR
55727), to renew Ford’s exemption and
renewed the exemption on December
27, 2001 (66 FR 66970). Also on the
same day, FMCSA published a Notice of
Intent to extend the exemption to
additional Ford vehicles of similar
design (66 FR 66971). The agency
granted that exemption on March 27,
2002 (67 FR 14765).

The chronology for the GM vehicles
followed a similar pattern. The vehicles
that were the subject of the petition
were the G-vans (Chevrolet Express and
GMC Savannah) and full size C/K trucks
(Chevrolet Silverado and GMC Sierra).
In a comment to the docket concerning
the Ford petition, dated September 9,
1999, GM stated its support for the
agency’s preliminary determination and
petitioned for the same exemption for
its vehicles. On December 20, 1999, the
FMCSA published a Notice of Intent to
grant GM’s application for exemption
(64 FR 71186). The agency granted GM’s
petition on April 26, 2000 (65 FR
24531). The FMCSA published a notice
of intent to renew the exemption on
December 27, 2001 (66 FR 66972). It was
renewed on March 27, 2002 (67 FR
14764).

In addition to the safety regulations
published by the FMCSA and the
NHTSA, vehicles and internal-
combustion engines are subject to
environmental protection regulations
published by the EPA. In many cases,
they are also subject to energy-efficiency
regulations published by the
Department of Energy (DOE).
Occasionally, these regulations
published by the EPA or the DOE can
have an influence on the safety
regulations, as in this case.

Related EPA Regulations

The EPA issued four final rules under
Title 40 of the CFR relevant to the fuel-
tank fill rate issue. Although the EPA
rules address the reduction of emissions
from vehicle fueling, they are relevant to
the FMCSA safety regulations
concerning fuel tank fill rates. This is
because they place a number of
refueling regulatory requirements on
various parties. These include: Controls
on the dispensing rate of gasoline and
methanol from pumps, the rate at which
gasoline and methanol fuels can be
accepted into the tanks of certain
vehicles, the ability of the vehicle fuel
systems to safely handle vapors released
during fueling, and the ability of the
fuel systems to safely prevent any
spitback of fuel during the fueling
process.

The four EPA rules are: (1) A final
rule concerning evaporative emissions

testing and fuel pump dispensing rates,
issued March 24, 1993 (58 FR 16002),
(2) a final rule concerning on-board
refueling vapor recovery (ORVR)
systems to control refueling emissions,
published in the Federal Register on
April 6, 1994 (59 FR 16262), (3) a final
rule concerning Control of Emissions of
Air Pollution From Highway Heavy-
Duty Engines, published in the Federal
Register on October 21, 1997 (62 FR
54693), and (4) a final rule for covering,
among other things, on-board refueling
vapor recovery (ORVR) systems for
heavy-duty vehicles, issued October 6,
2000 (65 FR 59895).

The 1993 rule added § 80.22(j) to Title
40 setting a maximum dispensing rate of
10 gallons (37.9 liters (L)) per minute
(/m) for most gasoline and methanol
pumps, effective January 1, 1996.
Certain facilities with low sales volume
were given two additional years to
comply. It also added new regulations
which address, among other things, the
standard for the fuel-dispensing
spitback test for 1996 and later model
year light-duty vehicles (0-6000 lbs
GVWR) (§86.096—8), 1996 and later
model year light-duty trucks (6,001—
8,500 Ibs GVWR) (§ 86.096—9), and 1996
and later model year Otto-cycle
(standard four-cycle electronic ignition)
heavy-duty vehicles (8,501-10,000 lbs
GVWR) and engines (§ 86.096—10).

The 1994 rule sets forth additional
requirements for controlling vehicle
refueling emissions through the use of
vehicle-based systems (that is, on-board
vapor recovery (ORVR) systems). The
requirements are to be phased in
beginning with model year 1998 for
light-duty vehicles, model year 2001 for
light-duty trucks (0-6000 lbs GVWR),
and model year 2004 for light-duty
trucks (6,001-8,500 Ibs GVWR). The
1994 rule carries forward the spitback
standard published in 1993, although
the EPA provides an alternative
assessment procedure that is combined
with the ORVR testing requirement.

Although the EPA had proposed that
heavy-duty vehicles (8,501-10,000 lbs
GVWR) be subject to the same on-board
vapor recovery requirements as light-
duty vehicles, it decided not to include
them in the 1994 final rule. EPA noted
that only a small number of heavy-duty
vehicles are gasoline powered, and that
its final rule would apply to 91 percent
of all gasoline-fueled trucks. EPA’s
spitback and ORVR rules are not
applicable to diesel fuels and diesel
fueled vehicles because the Reid Vapor
Pressure 2 of diesel fuel is very low (e.g.,

2The pressure exerted by a vapor in equilibrium
with the solid or liquid phase of the same
substance. Also, the partial pressure of the

less than 1 pound per square inch (psi))
and, thus, spitback and refueling
emissions are insignificant.

The EPA 1997 final rule adopted a
new emissions standard and related
provisions for diesel heavy-duty engines
intended for highway operation. The
standards affect emission levels and
durability of emissions controls. They
apply beginning with the 2004 model
year.3

The EPA final rule concerning control
of emissions from highway heavy-duty
engines, published October 6, 2000 (65
FR 59896) adopted ORVR standards for
model year 2005 and later heavy-duty
vehicles (see 40 CFR 86.1816—-05(e)).
ORVR standards are applicable to all
complete heavy-duty vehicles 4 from
8,501 Ibs GVWR to 10,000 1bs GVWR.
The ORVR standards will be phased in
with 80 percent compliance required in
2005 model year vehicles and 100
percent compliance required in 2006
model year and later vehicles.

However, as noted above, EPA
requirements on evaporative emissions
limit fuel-dispensing rates for gasoline
and methanol pumps. The rates may not
exceed 10 gpm (37.9 L/m). This action
was taken to ensure that vehicles
designed to prevent spitback during
refueling at 10 gpm would not
experience in-use fueling rates beyond
the rate they were designed to
accommodate. Also, a 10 gpm maximum
fuel-dispensing rate is an inherent
design parameter for vehicles designed
to meet ORVR emission standards.
ORVR vehicles that are refueled at
dispensing rates above 10 gpm would
likely exceed ORVR emissions
standards because the vehicle’s carbon
canister is not designed to adsorb
hydrocarbon vapors satisfactorily at
these higher dispensing rates.

Retailers and wholesale purchasers-
consumers handling over 10,000 gallons
(37,854 L) of fuel per month were
required to comply with the EPA final
rule starting July 1, 1996. Other retailers
and wholesale purchasers-consumers
were required to comply by January 1,
1998. Any dispensing pump that is
dedicated exclusively to heavy-duty

substance in the atmosphere above the solid or the
liquid. (Source: http://
chemengineer.miningco.com:80/library/glossary/
bldef9050.htm)

3 The terms of the Consent Decree that accelerated
the compliance date to October 1, 2002 affects
engines in diesel-fueled CMVs that are not the
subject of this NPRM.

4The Clean Air Act defines heavy-duty vehicles
as those with a GVWR of greater than 6,000 pounds.
However, EPA has classified vehicles between
6,000 and 8,500 pounds GVWR as light-duty
vehicles, while treating them as heavy-duty for
statutory pruposes. See 65 FR 59897 (October 6,
2000), at 59898.
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vehicles, boats, or airplanes is exempt
from this requirement. EPA intends to
make future rule changes to clarify that:
(1) The 10 gpm refueling requirement
also applies to ethanol pumps; and (2)
the exemption does not apply to pumps
used to refuel heavy-duty vehicles
which meet ORVR emissions standards
(that is, the exemption only applies to
heavy-duty vehicles above 10,000 lbs
GVWR).

Inconsistency Between FMCSA and
EPA Fuel Tank Fill Rate Requirements

The changes in the EPA regulation
created an inconsistency between the
fuel tank fill rate requirements of
FMCSA and those of the EPA. As
discussed above, § 393.67(c)(7)(ii) of the
FMCSRs requires a CMV fuel tank of 25
or more gallons capacity to accept fuel
at a fill rate of at least 20 gpm. That is
twice the maximum nozzle flow rate of
10 gpm for gasoline and methanol fuel
pumps allowed by EPA regulations at 40
CFR 80.22(j). Ford and GM brought this
inconsistency to the attention of the
FMCSA as it applies to vehicles defined
at 49 CFR 390.5, which are subject to
the FMCSRs, and, by extension, State
regulations compatible with Part 393. It
is also twice the maximum fill fuel
dispensing rate specified by the EPA at
40 CFR 80.22(j), and twice the fuel fill
rate specified for the various fuel
spitback tests at 40 CFR 86.1246-96.

The EPA regulations concerning
gasoline dispensing rates have already
been implemented, and pumps subject
to the regulations (i.e., all pumps except
those dedicated to heavy-duty vehicles,
boats, or planes) were required to
comply with the 10 gpm (37.9 L/m)
maximum dispensing rate requirements
by January 1, 1998. Furthermore,
depending upon the vehicle class, many
of today’s vehicles are already designed
to meet ORVR and spitback emissions
standards based on the EPA 10 gpm fuel
fill rate requirements. Considering both
of these issues, the 20-gallon per minute
fill rate required under the FMCSRs is
incompatible with the EPA regulations
for those vehicles. It is possible that
some of the gasoline- or methanol-
fueled vehicles with GVWRs above
8,500 Ibs GVWR might be fueled at
facilities not subject to the EPA
regulation on fuel dispensing rates.
However, as noted in the agency’s
August 10, 1999 notice concerning the
original Ford petition, Ford believed the
20—gpm rate:

“* * * {0 be more a subject of
convenience. With virtually all filling
stations using the industry standard
automatic shut-off nozzles, it is unlikely that
fuel will be spilled even while using a high
flow rate delivery system. These standard

nozzles substantially reduce any potential
safety risk introduced by filling an Econoline
vehicle at a rate above its capacity of 17
gallons per minute.”

Ford also noted that the 17—gpm rate
is only 15 percent less than the FMCSA
requirement at § 393.65 (64 FR 43417, at
43418).

The original applications for
exemptions from Ford, and
subsequently from GM, sought
temporary solutions to the
inconsistency between FMCSA safety
regulations intended to prevent
potential injuries from the spillage of
fuel during the refueling process, and
EPA regulations intended to protect
against environmental harm resulting
from fuel spillage and the release of fuel
vapors into the atmosphere. This
rulemaking is intended to provide a
long-term resolution to the
inconsistency between these safety and
environmental regulations, while
ensuring that the respective goals of
FMCSA and EPA are not compromised.

As stated in the August 10, 1999
notice (at 43418), the gasoline-fueled
Ford Econoline Series light-truck-
platform vehicles in question were and
continue (during the 2-year exemption)
to be built with the fuel tanks mounted
between the frame rails. They use a fuel
pipe system routed to minimize
exposure in the event of a crash. The
maximum filling rate does not exceed
17 gpm. Thus, as far as those Ford
vehicles for the exempted series were
concerned, the agency subsequently
determined the intent of the FMCSR
safety requirement was satisfied because
the fill rate was only slightly less than
the FMCSR-mandated rate (December
20, 1999; 64 FR 71184, at 71185). That
is, for those vehicles not fueled at
facilities dispensing gasoline at the
EPA-mandated limit of 10 gpm, i.e.,
those vehicles that might be fueled at
locations used exclusively for refueling
heavy-duty vehicles, the agency
determined that the level of safety
would be equivalent to the level of
safety that would be obtained by
complying with § 393.67(c)(7)(ii).

As stated in the FMCSA December 20,
1999 notice (64 FR 71186, at 71187), the
GM G and C/K vehicles were and
continue to be equipped with fuel tanks
mounted between the frame rails. They
use a fill pipe system conforming to
EPA requirements. Furthermore, for
those vehicles with a GVWR of less than
14,000 lbs (6,400 kilograms (kg)), the
EPA requires the vehicle to pass its Fuel
Dispensing Spitback test (40 CFR
§86.099-10(b)2(C); §§ 86.1811 through
1815 paragraphs (d)(1)(iv) (in each case),

and § 86.1816—05(d)(4)).> Thus again,
for the duration of the 2-year exemption,
FMCSA determined that safety concerns
associated with different fill rates are
addressed by the requirement that these
vehicles must successfully comply with
the spitback test.

In the original December 20, 1999
notice concerning the GM petition (at
71187), GM agreed with Ford that the 20
gallon per minute fill requirement is a
matter of convenience. The GM vehicles
that were the subject of its petition for
a 2-year exemption were and continue
to be equipped with fuel systems similar
to those of the Ford vehicles, that is,
with fuel tanks mounted between the
frame rails, and designed to conform to
FMVSS 301 requirements.

GM also suggested that the
applicability of the FMCSA'’s fuel fill
rate regulation should be restricted to
vehicles equipped with side-mounted
fuel tanks. GM contended that many of
the FMCSR requirements were
developed for heavy-duty vehicles,
rather than the type of vehicles that
were the subject of its petition. Many
heavy-duty vehicles with side-mounted
fuel tanks have fill openings directly on
the fuel tank. Heavy-duty vehicles are
also likely to be fueled at a location
where the fuel fill rate exceeds 10
gallons per minute. (As noted earlier in
this document, only pumps used
exclusively to fuel heavy trucks, boats,
and airplanes are exempt from the
EPA’s fuel dispensing rate requirement.)

The FMCSA agrees with the
assessment that the current FMCSR 20
gpm minimum fuel tank fill-rate has
become a customer convenience
requirement rather than a safety
requirement for all vehicles. FMCSA
further believes the EPA design
constraints the vehicles must comply
with for emissions and fuel spitback
testing adequately address any problems
such vehicles could encounter during
refueling.

Proposal Concerning Fuel Fill Rate
Requirements

As discussed in the FHWA’s August
10, 1999 Notice of Application from
Ford Motor Company (64 FR 43417, at
43418), FMCSA believes the fill pipe
capacity criterion, when applied to
gasoline-powered vehicles, is
inconsistent with EPA regulations

5In a final rule concerning evaporative emissions
test procedures (40 CFR 86, published March 24,
1993 [58 FR 16002]), EPA noted that heavy-duty
vehicles over 14,000 lbs (6,400 kg) GVWR are
typically designed with filler necks so short that
fuel can be dispensed directly into the fuel tank.
These vehicles would therefore not be expected to
experience spitback. Therefore, they are exempt
from the spitback test requirements (58 FR 16002,
at 16006).
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concerning gasoline fuel pumps. The
FMCSR mandates that these vehicles be
capable of receiving fuel at twice the
maximum rate that these pumps are
allowed to dispense fuel by EPA
regulations. The FMCSA also continues
to believe that a revision to the fuel fill
rate requirements should not present a
safety problem because the vehicles
using the fill pipe and fueling system
designs under consideration here are
not likely to be fueled at locations
where fuel could be dispensed at the
higher rate.

The FMCSA believes that the other
existing regulatory requirements,
including a restricted fuel-pump
dispensing rate, fuel fill rate for many (if
not most) of these light-duty vehicles
and light-duty trucks, plus required
spitback and on-board refueling tests
adequately address the safety of fueling
these vehicles. (These requirements are
discussed in detail under the above
heading “Related EPA Regulations.”)
Therefore, the FMCSA proposes to
require gasoline- and methanol-fueled
vehicles with a GVWR of 8,500 pounds
(3,744 kg) or less to comply with the
applicable spitback and onboard
refueling regulations of the
Environmental Protection Agency under
40 CFR parts 86 and 88 (part 88
concerns clean-fuel vehicles). For
gasoline- and methanol-fueled vehicles
with a GVWR of 14,000 pounds (6,400
kg) or less, the FMCSA proposes to
require that the vehicle comply with the
applicable fuel-spitback prevention
regulations and onboard refueling
regulations of the Environmental
Protection Agency under 40 CFR part
86.

Applicability of FMVSS 301 to Certain
Additional CMVs

The FMCSA periodically codifies
published regulatory guidance.
Therefore, this NPRM also proposes to
place in the FMCSRs previously
published FMCSA regulatory guidance
concerning the applicability of FMVSS
301 (Fuel System Integrity) to CMVs
that have a GVWR of 10,000 lbs or less.
In addition to the concern raised about
the Ford and GM vehicles, there is
another family of vehicles that fall
under the definition of CMVs: Passenger
vehicles designed or used to transport
between 9 and 15 passengers (including
the driver), in interstate commerce, and
similar vehicles carrying placardable
amounts of hazardous materials.

The existing Regulatory Guidance,
published on April 4, 1997 (65 FR
16369, at 16417), reads as follows:

Question: Must a motor vehicle that meets
the definition of a “commercial motor

vehicle” in § 390.5 because it transports
hazardous materials in a quantity requiring
placarding under the Hazardous Materials
Regulations (49 CFR parts 171-180) comply
with the fuel system requirements of Subpart
E of Part 393, even though it has a gross
vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 10,000
pounds or less?

Guidance: No. FMVSS No. 301 contains
fuel system integrity requirements for
passenger cars and multipurpose passenger
vehicles, trucks, and buses that have a GVWR
of 10,000 pounds or less and use fuel with
a boiling point above 0 deg. Celsius (32 deg.
Fahrenheit). Subpart E of part 393 was issued
to provide fuel system requirements to cover
motor vehicles with a GVWR of 10,001 or
more pounds. FMVSS No. 301 adequately
addresses the fuel systems of placarded
motor vehicles with a GVWR of less than
10,001 pounds and compliance with subpart
E of part 393 would be redundant. However,
commercial motor vehicles that are not
covered by FMVSS No. 301 must continue to
comply with subpart E of part 393.

Motor vehicles that meet the fuel
system integrity requirements of
NHTSA §571.301 would be exempt
from the requirements of FMCSA
Subpart E of Part 393. The FMCSA
proposes to include this provision
under § 393.67 rather than § 393.65.
Since the NHTSA standard deals with
the overall integrity of liquid fuel
systems, referencing it in the FMCSRs
would take the place of a set of
component-oriented standards for the
class of smaller vehicles that are
considered CMVs under the FMCSRs.

Rulemaking Analyses and Notices
Regulatory Notices

Privacy Act: Anyone is able to search
the electronic form of all comments
received into any of our dockets by the
name of the individual submitting the
comment (or signing the comment, if
submitted on behalf of an association,
business, labor union, etc.) You may
review DOT’s complete Privacy Act
Statement in the Federal Register
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume
65, Number 70; Pages 19477-78) or you
may visit http://dms.dot.gov.

Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory
Planning and Review) and DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures

The FMCSA has determined that this
proposed regulatory action is not
significant within the meaning of
Executive Order 12866 and under the
regulatory policies and procedures of
the DOT.

This proposed rule would revise the
regulations concerning the fuel systems
of certain light-duty vehicles used as
CMVs. First, it would exclude from the
fuel system integrity requirements of the
FMCSRs certain light-duty vehicles that

are required to comply with the fuel
system integrity requirements of FMVSS
301. Second, it would revise the
requirements of section 393.67, Fill
pipe, to bring them into conformity with
EPA regulations. The FMCSA believes
these changes would simplify motor
carriers’ ability to comply with the
FMCSRs, and would not diminish the
safe operation of these vehicles.

Based on the information presented
here, FMCSA anticipates that this
rulemaking will have minimal economic
impact on the interstate motor carrier
industry. Unless a motor carrier
operates pumps that are used
exclusively to fuel heavy-duty vehicles,
motor carriers have been required to
comply with the limitation on fueling
rate since January 1, 1998.

Under provisions of The National
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act
(“Vehicle Safety Act”) (49 U.S.C. 30101,
et seq., codified at 49 U.S.C. 30112) and
NHTSA'’s implementing regulations,
vehicles must be certified to meet all
applicable FMVSSs at the time of their
manufacture. Since the fuel systems of
vehicles under 10,000 lbs GVWR are
required to comply with FMVSS 301,
there is no need for the FMCSA to
require a separate fuel certification label
on the fuel tanks of these vehicles.

This rulemaking imposes no
requirements that would generate new
costs for motor carriers. Those entities
would see no change to their operations,
provided they ensure that their CMVs
with GVWRs of up to 10,000 pounds
already comply with FMVSS 301, and
their gasoline- and methanol-fueled
CMVs comply with the applicable EPA
regulations. This rulemaking is being
proposed to harmonize the fuel system
integrity requirements of FMCSA with
those of the NHTSA and the EPA.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

In compliance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601-612) the
FMCSA has evaluated the effects of this
proposed rulemaking on small entities.
Motor carriers would not be subject to
any new requirements under this
proposal. Generally, they would only
have access to vehicles that comply
with the FMVSSs and the EPA
requirements. As a result, motor carriers
may incur only minimal new costs,
considerably less than the guideline of
$100 million or more in any one year.

Therefore, the FMCSA has
preliminarily determined that this
regulatory action would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The FMCSA invites public comment on
this determination.
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Executive Order 12988 (Civil Justice
Reform)

This proposed action meets
applicable standards in sections 3(a)
and 3(b)(2) of Executive Order 12988,
Civil Justice Reform, to minimize
litigation, eliminate ambiguity, and
reduce burden.

Executive Order 13045 (Protection of
Children)

Executive Order 13045, ‘“‘Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks” (April 23, 1997,
62 FR 19885), requires that agencies
issuing “economically significant” rules
that concern an environmental health or
safety risk that an agency has reason to
believe may disproportionately affect
children must include an evaluation of
the environmental health and safety
effects of the regulation on children.
Section 5 of Executive Order 13045
directs an agency to submit for a
“covered regulatory action” an
evaluation of its environmental health
or safety effects on children.

The agency has determined that this
proposed rule is not a “covered
regulatory action” as defined under
Executive Order 13045. First, this
NPRM is not economically significant
under Executive Order 12866. Second,
the agency has no reason to believe that
the proposed rule would result in an
environmental health risk or safety risk
that would disproportionately affect
children. The vehicles that are the
subject of this rulemaking are required
to comply with both NHTSA and EPA
standards concerning fuel system
integrity and fuel tank fill rate. The
agency has preliminarily determined
that the proposed rule would have no
significant environmental impacts.

Executive Order 12630 (Taking of
Private Property)

This proposed rule would revise the
FMCSRs concerning fuel system
integrity and fuel tank fill rate, as they
apply to gasoline-fueled CMVs, to bring
them into conformance with current
NHTSA and EPA regulations. It would
also make permanent the exemptions
previously granted at the request of Ford
and GM.

No new action is required on the part
of those motor carriers that currently
operate or plan to operate on U.S.
highways, because these vehicles are
already required to comply with the
NHTSA and EPA requirements
referenced in this proposal. If the
FMCSA issues a final rule, motor
carriers operating vehicles on or after
that rule’s effective date, in compliance
with the NHTSA and EPA requirements,

would not need to apply for an
exemption.

The FMCSA therefore has
preliminarily determined that this
proposed rule has no taking
implications under the Fifth
Amendment or Executive Order 12630,
Governmental Actions and Interference
with Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights.

Executive Order 13132 (Federalism)

This proposed action has been
analyzed in accordance with the
principles and criteria contained in
Executive Order 13132, dated August 4,
1999. The FMCSA has preliminarily
determined this proposed rule does not
have a substantial direct effect on, or
sufficient federalism implications for,
the States, nor would it limit the
policymaking discretion of the States.

These proposed changes to the
FMCSRs would not directly preempt
any State law or regulation. They would
not impose additional costs or burdens
on the States. Although the States are
required to adopt part 393 as a
condition for receiving Motor Carrier
Safety Assistance Program grants, the
additional training and orientation that
would be required for roadside
enforcement officials would be minimal,
and it would be covered under the
existing grant program. Also, this action
would not have a significant effect on
the States’ ability to execute traditional
State governmental functions.

Executive Order 12372
(Intergovernmental Review)

Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance Program Number 20.217,
Motor Carrier Safety. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental
consultation on Federal programs and
activities do not apply to this program.

Paperwork Reduction Act

This proposed action would not
involve an information collection that is
subject to the requirements of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 44
U.S.C. 3501-3520.

National Environmental Policy Act

The agency has analyzed this
rulemaking for the purpose of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and has
preliminarily determined in an
environmental assessment (EA) that this
proposed action would not have an
adverse effect on the quality of the
environment. A copy of the EA is
contained in the public docket.

This notice of proposed rulemaking
involves: (1) A revision of the FMCSRs’

CMV fuel fill rate requirements to align
them with those of the EPA for gasoline
and methanol-fueled vehicles up to
14,000 lbs GVWR; (2) making
permanent the terms of the exemptions
previously granted to motor carriers
operating certain gasoline-fueled
commercial motor vehicles
manufactured by Ford and by GM; and
(3) incorporating into the FMCSRs
previously issued regulatory guidance
concerning the applicability of the
agency’s fuel tank rules to vehicles
subject to the NHTSA fuel system
integrity standard at the time of
manufacture.

The agency’s proposed revision to the
FMCSRs would not cause a change in
the EPA’s regulations, nor would it
require a change in the design,
operation, or fueling of these vehicles. It
would simply acknowledge the
existence of a different set of fuel fill-
rate regulations for gasoline- and
methanol-fueled vehicles, promulgated
by the EPA to improve air quality by
reducing vapor emissions from
refueling, which were not considered at
the time the fuel tank fill rate provision
was added to the FMCSRs in 1952. The
proposal would also make permanent
the exemptions previously granted to
motor carriers operating certain
gasoline-fueled CMVs manufactured by
Ford and GM which comply with the
EPA regulations applicable to them.
Finally, the proposal would also
explicitly acknowledge these vehicles’
compliance with FMVSS 301, thus
eliminating redundancy with NHTSA
regulations. The FMCSA has
preliminarily determined that these
proposals would have no significant
impact on the environment. Thus, the
proposed action does not require an
environmental impact statement.
FMCSA invites comments from the
public to assess any potential
environmental impacts associated with
this proposal.

Energy Effects

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations that
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. We have
preliminarily determined that it is not a
“significant energy action’” under that
order because it is not likely to have a
significant adverse effect on the supply,
distribution, or use of energy. It would
revise the regulations concerning fuel
system integrity and fuel tank fill rate,
as they apply to gasoline-fueled CMVs,
to bring them into conformance with
current NHTSA and EPA regulations. It
has no direct relation to energy
consumption. The Administrator of the
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Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs has not designated it as a
significant energy action. Therefore, it
does not require a Statement of Energy
Effects under Executive Order 13211.

Unfunded Mandates

This proposed rule would not impose
a Federal mandate resulting in the
expenditure by State, local, or tribal
governments, in the aggregate, or by the
private sector, of $100 million or more
in any one year (2 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
The FMCSA merely seeks to implement
a regulation that is inherently a design
requirement for the vehicle and does not
lend itself to roadside verification.
Persons performing inspections at the
roadside would likely receive
orientation on this proposal (if it
becomes a rule) as part of their regular
in-service training. However, they
would not be trained, equipped, or
expected to check fuel tank fill rates at
the roadside. Also, since the FMCSA is
proposing to codify an existing
exemption that had already been
provided for light-duty CMVs with
certain VINSs, the agency anticipates that
minimal, if any, additional training
would be required. The inspectors
would only need to refer to a reference
card listing those grandfathered VINSs.
To the extent that States incur costs due
to implementation of this proposal, they
would be minimal and covered under
the existing MCSAP grant program.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 393

Highway and roads, Motor carriers,
Motor vehicle equipment, Motor vehicle
safety.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
FMCSA proposes to amend title 49,
CFR, subchapter B, chapter III, part 393
as follows:

PART 393—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 393
would continue to read as follows:
Authority: Sec. 1041(b) of Pub. L. 102-240,

105 Stat. 1914; 49 U.S.C. 31136 and 31502;
and 49 CFR 1.73.

2. Section 393.67 is proposed to be
amended by adding new paragraphs

(a)(7) and (f)(4), and revising paragraph
(c)(7) to read as follows:

§393.67 Liquid Fuel Tanks.

(a] EE

(7) Motor vehicles that meet the fuel
system integrity requirements of 49 CFR
571.301 are exempt from the
requirements of this subpart, as they
apply to the vehicle’s fueling system.

* * * * *

(C] R

(7) Fill pipe.

(i) Each fill pipe must be designed
and constructed to minimize the risk of
fuel spillage during fueling operations
and when the vehicle is involved in a
crash.

(ii) For diesel-fueled vehicles, the fill
pipe and vents of a fuel tank having a
capacity of more than 25 gallons (94.75
L) of fuel must permit filling the tank
with fuel at a rate of at least 75.8 L/m
(20 gallons per minute) without fuel
spillage.

(iii) For gasoline- and methanol-
fueled vehicles with a GVWR of 8,500
pounds (3,744 kg) or less, the vehicle
must permit filling the tank with fuel
dispensed at the applicable fill rate
required by the regulations of the
Environmental Protection Agency under
40 CFR 80.22.

(iv) For gasoline- and methanol-fueled
vehicles with a GVWR of 14,000 pounds
(6,400 kg) or less, the vehicle must
comply with the applicable fuel-
spitback prevention and onboard
refueling vapor recovery (ORVR)
regulations of the Environmental
Protection Agency under 40 CFR part

(v) Each fill pipe must be fitted with
a cap that can be fastened securely over
the opening in the fill pipe. Screw
threads or a bayonet-type point are
methods of conforming to the
requirements of paragraph (c) of this
section.

* * * * *
L

(f)(4) Exception. The following
previously exempted vehicles are not
required to carry the certification and
marking specified in Paragraphs (f)(1)
through (3) of this section:

(i) First group of Ford E-Series
vehicles identified as follows: The
vehicle identification numbers (VINs)
contain E30, E37, E39, E40, or E47 codes
in the fifth, sixth, and seventh positions.
The fuel tanks are marked with Ford
part numbers F3UA-9002-G*, F3UA—
9002-H*, FAUA-9002-V*, FAUA-9002—
X*, F5UA-9002-V*, F5UA-9002—-X*,
F6UA-9002-Y*, F6UA—-9002-7Z%,
F7UA-9002—-C*, and F7UA-9002D*
where the asterisk (*) represents a “wild
card” character (any character of the
alphabet).

(ii) Second group of Ford E-Series
vehicles identified as follows: The VINs
contain E35 or E55 codes in the fifth,
sixth, and seventh positions. The fuel
tanks are marked with Ford part
numbers F3UA-9002—-G*, F3UA-9002—
H*, FAUA-9002-V*, F4AUA-9002—-X*,
F5UA-9002-V*, FhUA-9002-X*,
F6UA-9002-Y*, F6BUA—-9002-7%,
F7UA-9002-C*, F7UA-9002D*, YC25—
9002-D* (a new fuel tank for E37 series
vehicles), or 2C24—9002-E* (a new fuel
tank for E55 series vehicles) where the
asterisk (*) represents a “wild card”
character (any character of the
alphabet).

(iii) Ford F-Series vehicles identified
as follows: The VINs contain an F53
code in the fifth, sixth, and seventh
positions. The fuel tanks are marked
with part numbers 1C34-9K007-F*,
1C34-9K007-G*, and 1C34—-9K007-H*
where the asterisk (*) represents a “wild
card” character (any character of the
alphabet).

(iv) GM G-Vans (Chevrolet Express
and GMC Savanna) and full-sized C/K
trucks (Chevrolet Silverado and GMC
Sierra) with gross vehicle weight ratings
over 10,000 pounds identified as
follows: The VINs contain either a ““J”
or a “K” in the fourth position. In
addition, the seventh position of the

VINs on the G-Van would contain a “1.”
* * * * *

Issued on: November 4, 2003.
Annette M. Sandberg,
Administrator.
[FR Doc. 03—-28255 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-EX—P
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

National Sheep Industry Improvement
Center; Solicitation of Nominations of
Board Members

AGENCY: National Sheep Industry
Improvement Center, USDA.
ACTION: Notice: Invitation to submit
nominations.

SUMMARY: The National Sheep Industry
Improvement Center (NSIIC) announces
that it is accepting nominations for the
Board of Directors of the National Sheep
Industry Improvement Center for two
voting directors’ positions whose terms
expire on February 13, 2004. One
position is for a member who have has
expertise in lamb, wool, goat, or goat
product marketing expertise and one
position is for a member who is an
active producer of sheep or goats. Board
members manage and oversee the
Center’s activities. Nominations may
only be submitted by National
organizations that consist primarily of
active sheep or goat producers in the
United States and who have as their
primary interest the production of sheep
or goats in the United States.
Nominating organizations should
submit:

(1) Substantiation that the nominating
organization is national in scope,

(2) The number and percent of
members that are active sheep or goat
producers,

(3) Substantiation of the primary
interests of the organization, and

(4) An Advisory Committee
Membership Background Information
form (Form AD-755) for each nominee.

This action is taken in accordance
with 7 U.S.C. 2008j(f), which establishes
the powers and composition of the
Board of Directors for the National
Sheep Industry Improvement Center.
DATES: Completed nominations must be
received no later than December 29,
2003. Nominations received after that
date will not be considered.

ADDRESSES: Submit nominations and
statements of qualifications to Jay B.
Wilson, Executive Director/CEQO,
National Sheep Industry Improvement
Center, USDA, PO Box 23483,
Washington, DC 20026—3483, if using
the U.S. Postal Service; or Room 2117,
STOP 3250, South Agriculture Building,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250-3250, if using
other carriers.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: ]ay
B. Wilson, Executive Director/CEQO,
National Sheep Industry Improvement
Center, USDA, PO Box 23483,
Washington, DC 20026—3483, if using
the U.S. Postal Service; or Room 2117,
Stop 3250, South Agriculture Building,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250, if using other
carriers. Telephone (202) 690-0632,
(This is not a toll free number), FAX
202-720-1053. Forms and other
information can be found at
www.nsiic.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
NSIIC, or Sheep Center (Center), is
authorized under 7 U.S.C. 2008j. The
Center shall: (1) Promote strategic
development activities and collaborative
efforts by private and State entities to
maximize the impact of Federal
assistance to strengthen and enhance
production and marketing of sheep or
goat products in the United States; (2)
optimize the use of available human
capital and resources within the sheep
or goat industries; (3) provide assistance
to meet the needs of the sheep or goat
industry for infrastructure development,
business development, production,
resource development, and market and
environmental research; (4) advance
activities that empower and build the
capacity of the United States sheep or
goat industry to design unique
responses to special needs of the sheep
or goat industries on both a regional and
national basis; and (5) adopt flexible
and innovative approaches to solving
the long-term needs of the United States
sheep or goat industry.

The management of NSIIC is vested in
a Board of Directors that is appointed
by, and reports to the Secretary of
Agriculture. The Board of Directors is
composed of seven voting members of
whom four are active producers of
sheep or goats in the United States, two
have expertise in finance and
management, and one has expertise in
lamb, wool, goat or goat product

marketing. Of the two open positions,
one position is for a member with
expertise in lamb, wool, goat, or goat
product marketing and one position is
for a member who is an active producer
of sheep or goats. The Board also
includes two non-voting members, the
Under Secretary of Agriculture for Rural
Development and the Under Secretary
of Agriculture for Research, Education,
and Economics. The Executive Director
serves as the CEO.

The Secretary of Agriculture shall
appoint the voting members from the
submitted nominations. Member’s term
of office shall be three years. Voting
members are limited to two terms. Each
of the two positions for which nominees
are being sought is currently held by
members who are eligible to be re-
nominated.

The Board shall meet not less than
once each fiscal year, but is likely to
meet at least quarterly. Board members
will not receive compensation for
serving on the Board of Directors, but
shall be reimbursed for travel,
subsistence, and other necessary
expenses.

The statement of qualifications of the
individual nominees is obtained by
using Form AD-755, “Advisory
Committee Membership Background
Information,” which can be accessed at
www.nsiic.org. The requirements of this
form are incorporated under OMB
number 0505-0001.

Dated: November 4, 2003.
Jay B. Wilson,

Executive Director/CEO, National Sheep
Industry Improvement Center.

[FR Doc. 03—28345 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 1351-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary

USDA Technology and eGovernment
Advisory Council
AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA.

ACTION: Notice of intent; establishment
of Advisory Council.

SUMMARY: The Department of
Agriculture is proposing to establish the
USDA Technology and eGovernment
Advisory Council to seek input from a
broad base of USDA customers,
partners, and employees into the



Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003/ Notices

64079

Department’s planning and
implementation of technology solutions.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Scott Charbo, Chief Information Officer,
USDA, 1400 Independence Ave., SW.,
Room 414W, Washington DC, 20250,
telephone 202/720-8833.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(5 U.S.C.App). notice is hereby given
that the U.S. Department of Agriculture
proposes to establish the USDA
Technology and eGovernment Advisory
Council to seek input from a broad base
of USDA customers, partners, and
employees into the Department’s
planning and implementation of
technology solutions. The Council will
provide advice and recommendations
on improving USDA technology and
eGovernment planning and operations.

The Council consists of nine
members, all of which attend quarterly
council meetings. Every effort is made
to select council members who are
outstanding in their respective
professions and are knowledgeable of
the various mission areas of USDA, and
on how technology, both USDA and
customer-owned, can be used to
improve productivity and services.

A meeting notice will be published in
the Federal Register within 15 to 45
days before a scheduled meeting date.
All meetings are generally open to the
public and may include a “public
forum” that may offer 5-10 minutes for
participants to present comments to the
advisory committee. Alternates may
choose not to be active during this
session on the agenda. The chair of the
given committee ultimately makes the
decision whether to offer time on the
agenda for the public to speak to the
general body.

Equal opportunity practices will be
followed in all appointments to the
advisory committee. To ensure that the
recommendations of the Advisory
Council have taken into account the
needs of diverse groups served by the
Departments, membership will, to the
extent practicable, include individuals
with demonstrated ability to represent
minorities, women, and persons with
disabilities.

USDA will begin accepting
nominations to the Council on
November 15, 2003. Persons interested
in serving on the Advisory Council, or
in nominating individuals to serve, can
access the Nomination Form AD-755 on
USDA’s Web site at: http://
www.ocio.usda.gov. The Nomination
Form may also be obtained by
contacting the USDA Office of the Chief
Information Officer (OCIO) by telephone

(202) 720-8833, fax (202) 720-1031), or
e-mail (adrienne.bowman@usda.gov).

Completed nomination forms must be
submitted to OCIO by fax or in hard
copy to: Office of the Chief Information
Officer, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW., Room
414-W, Washington, DC 20250. Form
AD-755 must be received not later than
January 15, 2004.

Dated: November 4, 2003.
Scott Charbo,
Chief Information Officer.
[FR Doc. 03-28291 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service
Notice of Meeting

AGENCY: Notice of Resource Advisory
Committee, Sundance, Wyoming,
USDA, Forest Service.

ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the authorities in
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. 92-463) and under the Secure
Rural Schools and Community Self-
Determination Act of 2000 (Pub. L. 106—
393), the Black Hills National Forests’
Crook County Resource Advisory
Committee will meet Monday,
November 17, 2003 in Sundance,
Wyoming for a business meeting. The
meeting is open to the public.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
business meeting on October 20, begins
at 6:30 p.m. at the U.S. Forest Service,
Bearlodge Ranger District office, 121
South 21st Street, Sundance, Wyoming.
Agenda topics will include: New project
proposals for fiscal year 2004, updates
on previously funded projects. A public
forum will begin at 8:30 p.m. (MT).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steve Kozel, Bearlodge District Ranger
and Designated Federal Officer, at (307)
283-1361.

Dated: November 5, 2003.
Steve Kozel,
Bearlodge District Ranger.
[FR Doc. 03—-28289 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A-351-832, A-122-840, A-560-815, A-201—
830, A-841-805, A-274-804, A823-812, C-
351-833, and C-122-841]

Carbon and Certain Alloy Steel Wire
Rod from Brazil, Canada, Indonesia,
Mexico, Moldova, Trinidad and
Tobago, and Ukraine: Final Results of
Changed Circumstances Review

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Final Result of
Changed Circumstances Review of the
Antidumping Duty and Countervailing
Duty Orders, and Intent To Revoke
Orders in Part.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 12, 2003.
SUMMARY: On August 21, 2003, the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) published a notice of
initiation of a changed circumstances
review with the intent to revoke, in part,
the antidumping duty orders and
countervailing duty orders on carbon
and certain alloy steel wire rod, as
described below. See Carbon and
Certain Alloy Steel Wire Rod from
Brazil, Canada, Indonesia, Mexico,
Moldova, Trinidad and Tobago, and
Ukraine: Initiation of Changed
Circumstances Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review and
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Reviews, and Intent To Revoke Orders
in Part, 68 Fed. Reg. 50,513 (August 21,
2003) (Initiation Notice).

On October 6, 2003, the Department
published the preliminary results of the
changed circumstances review and
preliminarily determined to revoke this
order, in part, with respect to products
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after July 24,
2003 of carbon and certain alloy steel
wire rod described below, because
domestic parties have expressed no
interest in the continuation of the orders
on that merchandise. See Carbon and
Certain Alloy Steel Wire Rod from
Brazil, Canada, Indonesia, Mexico,
Moldova, Trinidad and Tobago, and
Ukraine: Notice of Preliminary Results
of Changed Circumstances Review of the
Antidumping Duty and Countervailing
Duty Orders, and Intent To Revoke
Orders, in Part, 68 Fed. Reg. 57,664
(October 6, 2003) (Preliminary Results).
After opportunity for comment,
petitioners commented to correct the
effective date language of this changed
circumstances review. Since we did not
receive any other comments objecting to
the partial revocation of this changed
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circumstances review, we conclude that
substantially all domestic producers
lack interest in the relief provided by
this order. Therefore, in our final results
of the changed circumstances review,
the Department hereby revokes this
order with respect to products entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after July 24, 2003 of
carbon and certain alloy steel wire rod,
as described below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Brian J. Sheba or Robert M. James,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20230; telephone:
(202) 482-0145 or (202) 482—0649.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The Department published the
antidumping duty orders on steel wire
rod from Brazil, Canada, Indonesia,
Mexico, Moldova, Trinidad and Tobago,
and Ukraine on October 29, 2002. See
Notice of Antidumping Duty Orders:
Carbon and Certain Alloy Steel Wire
Rod From Brazil, Indonesia, Mexico,
Moldova, Trinidad and Tobago, and
Ukraine, 67 Fed. Reg. 65,945, and
Notice of Amended Final Determination
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and
Antidumping Duty Order: Carbon and
Alloy Steel Wire Rod From Canada, 67
Fed. Reg. 65,944. The Department
published the countervailing duty
orders on steel wire rod from Brazil and
Canada on October 22, 2002. See Notice
of Countervailing Duty Orders: Carbon
and Certain Alloy Steel Wire Rod From
Brazil and Canada, 67 Fed. Reg. 64,871.
On July 24, 2003, petitioners requested
that the Department change the
technical description of certain grade
1080 tire cord quality wire rod and
grade 1080 tire bead quality wire rod
(hereafter, tire cord wire rod). This
request arises, petitioners aver, because
the original definition of the excluded
tire cord wire rod was drawn too
narrowly and, thus, captures within the
scope certain products petitioners no
longer wish to have subject to the
orders.

On August 21, 2003, the Department
published a notice of initiation of a
changed circumstances review of the
antidumping duty and countervailing
duty orders on carbon and certain alloy
steel wire rod products. See Initiation
Notice. In the Initiation Notice, we
indicated interested parties could
submit comments for consideration in
the Department’s preliminary results not
later than 14 days after publication of
the initiation of the review, and submit

responses to those comments no later
than 5 days following the submission of
comments. On August 22, 2003,
petitioners filed comments that stated
the Initiation Notice contains an error in
language with respect to the effective
date of liquidation of entries because the
Initiation Notice does not match the
intent of petitioners.
The Initiation Notice stated:
If, as a result of this review, we
revoke the order, in part, we intend
to instruct the Bureau of Customs
and Border Protection (Customs) to
liquidate without regard to
antidumping duties, as applicable,
and to refund any estimated
antidumping duties collected for all
unliquidated entries of the tire cord
wire rod products meeting the
specifications indicated above, as of
July 24, 2003, the date this changed
circumstances review request was
filed by Petitioners, in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.222(g)(4).

Initiation Notice, 68 Fed. Reg. 50,513,
at 50,515. Petitioners claim this
language could be read to mean that all
unliquidated entries existing as of July
24, 2003 will be subject to the terms of
the changed scope. The phrase “‘as of
July 24, 2003” could also be read to
mean that entries made prior to July 24,
2003 that were subject to the original
scope would now be excluded by the
new scope exclusion language.
Petitioners state such a result is contrary
to the plain language of petitioners’
request and not the intent of the
Department’s Initiation Notice.
Petitioners did not otherwise comment
on the scope of the orders. No other
interested party commented on the
Initiation Notice.

On October 6, 2003, the Department
took account of the petitioners’
comments and published the
preliminary results of the changed
circumstances review. See Preliminary
Results. In the Preliminary Results, we
again afforded interested parties an
opportunity to submit comments for
consideration in the Department’s final
results. We did not receive any
comments following the Preliminary
Results.

Scope of the Orders

The merchandise covered by these
orders is certain hot-rolled products of
carbon steel and alloy steel, in coils, of
approximately round cross section, 5.00
mm or more, but less than 19.00 mm, in
solid cross-sectional diameter.

Specifically excluded are steel
products possessing the above-noted
physical characteristics and meeting the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS) definitions for

(a) stainless steel; (b) tool steel; c) high
nickel steel; (d) ball bearing steel; and
(e) concrete reinforcing bars and rods.
Also excluded are (f) free machining
steel products (i.e., products that
contain by weight one or more of the
following elements: 0.03 percent or
more of lead, 0.05 percent or more of
bismuth, 0.08 percent or more of sulfur,
more than 0.04 percent of phosphorus,
more than 0.05 percent of selenium, or
more than 0.01 percent of tellurium).

Also excluded from the scope are
1080 grade tire cord quality wire rod
and 1080 grade tire bead quality wire
rod. This grade 1080 tire cord quality
rod is defined as: (i) grade 1080 tire cord
quality wire rod measuring 5.0 mm or
more but not more than 6.0 mm in
cross-sectional diameter; (ii) with an
average partial decarburization of no
more than 70 microns in depth
(maximum individual 200 microns); (iii)
having no inclusions greater than 20
microns; (iv) having a carbon
segregation per heat average of 3.0 or
better using European Method NFA 04—
114; (v) having a surface quality with no
surface defects of a length greater than
0.15 mm; (vi) capable of being drawn to
a diameter of 0.30 mm or less with 3 or
fewer breaks per ton, and (vii)
containing by weight the following
elements in the proportions shown: (1)
0.78 percent or more of carbon, (2) less
than 0.01 percent of aluminum, (3)
0.040 percent or less, in the aggregate,
of phosphorus and sulfur, (4) 0.006
percent or less of nitrogen, and (5) not
more than 0.15 percent, in the aggregate,
of copper, nickel and chromium.

This grade 1080 tire bead quality rod
is defined as: (i) grade 1080 tire bead
quality wire rod measuring 5.5 mm or
more but not more than 7.0 mm in
cross-sectional diameter; (ii) with an
average partial decarburization of no
more than 70 microns in depth
(maximum individual 200 microns); (iii)
having no inclusions greater than 20
microns; (iv) having a carbon
segregation per heat average of 3.0 or
better using European Method NFA 04—
114; (v) having a surface quality with no
surface defects of a length greater than
0.2 mm; (vi) capable of being drawn to
a diameter of 0.78 mm or larger with 0.5
or fewer breaks per ton; and (vii)
containing by weight the following
elements in the proportions shown: (1)
0.78 percent or more of carbon, (2) less
than 0.01 percent of soluble aluminum,
(3) 0.040 percent or less, in the
aggregate, of phosphorus and sulfur, (4)
0.008 percent or less of nitrogen, and (5)
either not more than 0.15 percent, in the
aggregate, of copper, nickel and
chromium (if chromium is not
specified), or not more than 0.10 percent
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in the aggregate of copper and nickel
and a chromium content of 0.24 to 0.30
percent (if chromium is specified).

The designation of the products as
“tire cord quality” or “tire bead quality”
indicates the acceptability of the
product for use in the production of tire
cord, tire bead, or wire for use in other
rubber reinforcement applications such
as hose wire. These quality designations
are presumed to indicate that these
products are being used in tire cord, tire
bead, and other rubber reinforcement
applications, and such merchandise
intended for the tire cord, tire bead, or
other rubber reinforcement applications
is not included in the scope. However,
should petitioners or other interested
parties provide a reasonable basis to
believe or suspect that there exists a
pattern of importation of such products
for other than those applications, end-
use certification for the importation of
such products may be required. Under
such circumstances, only the importers
of record would normally be required to
certify the end use of the imported
merchandise.

All products meeting the physical
description of subject merchandise that
are not specifically excluded are
included in this scope.

The products under investigation are
currently classifiable under subheadings
7213.91.3010, 7213.91.3090,
7213.91.4510, 7213.91.4590,
7213.91.6010, 7213.91.6090,
7213.99.0031, 7213.99.0038,
7213.99.0090, 7227.20.0010,
7227.20.0020, 7227.20.0090,
7227.20.0095, 7227.90.6051,
7227.90.6053, 7227.90.6058, and
7227.90.6059 of the HTSUS. Although
the HTSUS subheadings are provided
for convenience and customs purposes,
the written description of the scope of
this proceeding is dispositive.

Scope of Changed Circumstances
Review

The products subject to this changed
circumstances antidumping duty and
countervailing duty administrative
review are certain grade 1080 tire cord
steel wire rod and grade 1080 tire bead
steel wire rod. Point (iii) of the existing
definition of these products reads:
“having no inclusions greater than 20
microns.” Petitioners suggest amending
this to read “having no non-deformable
inclusions greater than 20 microns and
no deformable inclusions greater than
35 microns.” Letter from petitioners
dated July 24, 2003, at 5 (emphases in
original).

Petitioners would then insert an
explanatory paragraph after the existing
definition of tire cord wire rod reading:

For purposes of the grade 1080 tire

cord quality wire rod and the grade
1080 tire bead quality wire rod, an
inclusion will be considered to be
deformable if its ratio of length
(measured along the axis - that is,
the direction of rolling - of the rod)
over thickness (measured on the
same inclusion in a direction
perpendicular to the axis of the rod)
is equal to or greater than three. The
size of an inclusion for purposes of
the 20 microns and 35 microns
limitations is the measurement of
the largest dimension observed on a
longitudinal section measured in a
direction perpendicular to the axis
of the rod.
Letter from petitioners dated August
6, 2003, at 6; original emphasis deleted.

Final Results of Review and Intent to
Revoke in Part the Antidumping Duty
and Countervailing Duty Orders

Pursuant to sections 751(d)(1) of the
Tariff Act, the Department may revoke
an antidumping or countervailing duty
order, in whole or in part, based on a
review under section 751(b) of the Tariff
Act (i.e., a changed circumstances
review). Section 751(b)(1) of the Tariff
Act requires a changed circumstances
review to be conducted upon receipt of
a request which shows changed
circumstances sufficient to warrant a
review. Section 782(h)(1) of the Tariff
Act gives the Department the authority
to revoke an order if producers
accounting for substantially all of the
production of the domestic like product
have expressed a lack of interest in the
continuation of the order. Section
351.222(g) of the Department’s
regulations provides that the
Department will conduct a changed
circumstances administrative review
under 19 CFR 351.216, and may revoke
an order (in whole or in part), if it
concludes that (i) producers accounting
for substantially all of the production of
the domestic like product to which the
order pertains have expressed a lack of
interest in the relief provided by the
order, in whole or in part, or (ii) if other
changed circumstances sufficient to
warrant revocation exist.

Since the Department did not receive
any comments during the comment
period opposing the exclusion of certain
grade 1080 tire cord quality wire rod
and grade 1080 tire bead quality wire
rod, as defined in the “Scope of
Changed Circumstances Review” above,
from the antidumping duty and
countervailing duty orders, we conclude
that producers accounting for
substantially all of the production of the
domestic like product to which these
orders pertain lack interest in the relief
provided by the order. For these

reasons, the Department is revoking the
orders on carbon and certain alloy steel
wire rod from Brazil, Canada, Indonesia,
Mexico, Moldova, Trinidad and Tobago,
and Ukraine, in part, for all entries after
the date of the petitioners’ request with
regard to the products which meet the
specifications above in accordance with
sections 751(b) and (d) and 782(h) of the
Tariff Act and 19 CFR 351.216. We will
instruct U.S. Customs and Border
Protection to liquidate all entries of
subject products entered, or withdrawn
from warehouse, for consumption on or
after July 24, 2003, the effective date of
the revocation, in part, of these orders,
in accordance with 19 CFR
351.222(g)(4).

This notice also serves as a reminder
to parties subject to administrative
protective orders (APOs) of their
responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.306. Timely written
notification of the return/destruction of
APO materials or conversion to judicial
protective order is hereby requested.
Failure to comply with the regulations
and terms of an APO is a sanctionable
violation.

This determination is issued and
published in accordance with sections
751(b)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the Tariff Act
and 19 CFR 351.216 and 351.222 of the
Department’s regulations.

Dated: November 5, 2003.
James J. Jochum,

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03—28338 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-S

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A-791-819]

Notice of Initiation of Antidumping
Duty Investigation: Certain Aluminum
Plate From South Africa

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Initiation of Antidumping Duty
Investigation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 12, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kate
Johnson at (202) 482—4929 or Rebecca
Trainor at (202) 482—4007, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230.
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Initiation of Investigation
The Petition

On October 16, 2003, the Department
of Commerce (the Department) received
a petition filed in proper form by Alcoa
Inc. (the petitioner). The Department
received supplements to the petition on
October 29, and November 3, 2003.

In accordance with section 732(b)(1)
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (the Act), as
amended, the petitioner alleges that
imports of certain aluminum plate from
South Africa are being, or are likely to
be, sold in the United States at less-
than-fair-value (LTFV) within the
meaning of section 731 of the Act, and
that imports from South Africa are
materially injuring, or are threatening to
materially injure, an industry in the
United States.

The Department finds that the
petitioner filed this petition on behalf of
the domestic industry because it is an
interested party as defined in section
771(9)(C) of the Act and it has
demonstrated sufficient industry
support with respect to the antidumping
investigation that it is requesting the
Department to initiate. See infra,
“Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition.”

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by this
investigation is 6000 series aluminum
alloy, flat surface, rolled plate, whether
in coils or cut-to-length forms, that is
rectangular in cross section with or
without rounded corners and with a
thickness of more than 6.3 millimeters.
6000 Series Aluminum Rolled Plate is
defined by the Aluminum Association,
Inc.

Excluded from the scope of this
investigation are extruded aluminum
products and tread plate.

The merchandise subject to this
investigation is classifiable under
subheading 7606.12.3030 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTS). Although the HTS
subheadings are provided for
convenience and customs purposes, our
written description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.

As discussed in the preamble to the
Department’s regulations (Antidumping
Duties; Countervailing Duties; Final
Rule, 62 FR 27296, 27323 (May 19,
1997)), we are setting aside a period for
parties to raise issues regarding product
coverage. The Department encourages
all parties to submit such comments
within 20 calendar days of publication
of this notice. Comments should be
addressed to Import Administration’s
Central Records Unit, Room 1870, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street

and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230. The period of
scope consultations is intended to
provide the Department with ample
opportunity to consider all comments
and consult with parties prior to the
issuance of the preliminary
determination.

Period of Investigation

The anticipated period of
investigation is October 1, 2002, through
September 30, 2003.

Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition

Section 732(b)(1) of the Act requires
that a petition be filed on behalf of the
domestic industry. Section 732(c)(4)(A)
of the Act provides that the
Department’s industry support
determination, which is to be made
before the initiation of the investigation,
be based on whether a minimum
percentage of the relevant industry
supports the petition. A petition meets
this requirement if the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for: (1) At least 25
percent of the total production of the
domestic like product; and (2) more
than 50 percent of the production of the
domestic like product produced by that
portion of the industry expressing
support for, or opposition to, the
petition. Moreover, section 732(c)(4)(D)
of the Act provides that, if the petition
does not establish support of domestic
producers or workers accounting for
more than 50 percent of the total
production of the domestic like product,
the Department shall: (i) Poll the
industry or rely on other information in
order to determine if there is support for
the petition, as required by
subparagraph (A), or (ii) determine
industry support using a statistically
valid sampling method.

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines
the “industry” as the producers of a
domestic like product. Thus, to
determine whether a petition has the
requisite industry support, the statute
directs the Department to look to
producers and workers who produce the
domestic like product. The International
Trade Commission (“ITC”’), which is
responsible for determining whether
“the domestic industry’” has been
injured, must also determine what
constitutes a domestic like product in
order to define the industry. While both
the Department and the ITC must apply
the same statutory definition regarding
the domestic like product (section
771(10) of the Act), they do so for
different purposes and pursuant to a
separate and distinct authority. In
addition, the Department’s

determination is subject to limitations of
time and information. Although this
may result in different definitions of the
like product, such differences do not
render the decision of either agency
contrary to the law.1
Section 771(10) of the Act defines the
domestic like product as “a product
which is like, or in the absence of like,
most similar in characteristics and uses
with, the article subject to an
investigation under this title.” Thus, the
reference point from which the
domestic like product analysis begins is
“the article subject to an investigation,”
i.e., the class or kind of merchandise to
be investigated, which normally will be
the scope as defined in the petition.
With regard to the definition of
domestic like product, the petitioner
does not offer a definition of domestic
like product distinct from the scope of
the investigation. Based on our analysis
of the information presented by the
petitioner, we have determined that
there is a single domestic like product,
aluminum plate, which is defined in the
“Scope of Investigation” section above,
and we have analyzed industry support
in terms of this domestic like product.
The petition identifies additional U.S.
companies engaged in the production of
aluminum plate. In the October 29,
2003, supplemental petition
submission, one of these companies,
Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical
Corporation, provides a letter indicating
its support of the petition. In addition,
the petitioner’s November 3, 2003
supplemental petition submission
contains a letter in support of the
petition from the United Steelworkers of
America, which claims to represent
virtually all the workers engaged in the
production of the domestic like product.
Our review of the data provided in the
petition indicates that the petitioner has
established industry support
representing over 50 percent of total
production of the domestic like product,
requiring no further action by the
Department pursuant to section
732(c)(4)(D) of the Act. In addition, the
Department received no opposition to
the petition from the remaining
domestic producer of the like product.
Therefore, the domestic producers or
workers who support the petition
account for at least 25 percent of the
total production of the domestic like
product, and the requirements of section
732(c)(4)(A)(i) of the Act are met.

1See USEC, Inc. v. United States, 132 F. Supp.
2d 1, 8 (Ct. Int’l Trade 2001), citing Algoma Steel
Corp. Ltd. v. United States, 688 F. Supp. 639, 642—
44 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1988) (“‘the ITC does not look
behind ITA’s determination, but accepts ITA’s
determination as to which merchandise is in the
class of merchandise sold at LTFV”).
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Furthermore, the domestic producers or
workers who support the petition
account for more than 50 percent of the
production of the domestic like product
produced by that portion of the industry
expressing support for or opposition to
the petition. Thus, the requirements of
section 732(c)(4)(A)(ii) of the Act also
are met. Accordingly, the Department
determines that the petition was filed on
behalf of the domestic industry within
the meaning of section 732(b)(1) of the
Act. See also Import Administration
AD/CVD Enforcement Initiation
Checklist (“Initiation Checklist”),
Industry Support section, dated
November 5, 2003, on file in the Central
Records Unit of the main Department of
Commerce building.

Export Price and Normal Value

The following is a description of the
allegation of sales at LTFV upon which
the Department based its decision to
initiate this investigation. The sources
of data for the deductions and
adjustments relating to U.S. price and
normal value (NV) are discussed in
greater detail in the Initiation Checklist.
Should the need arise to use any of this
information as facts available under
section 776 of the Act in our
preliminary or final determination, we
may re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

Export Price

The petitioner alleged that the subject
aluminum plate produced in South
Africa by Hulett Aluminum (Pty)
Limited (Hulett) (i.e., the only company
that has exported subject merchandise
to the United States from South Africa
during the most recent twelve months)
was sold to Empire Resources, Inc., an
unaffiliated U.S. trading company, prior
to importation of the merchandise into
the United States. Therefore, the
petitioner based U.S. price on export
price (EP). The petitioner based EP
prices for aluminum plate on a price
quote for Alloy 6061 T651 aluminum
plate adjusted for inland freight charges
from Hulett’s plant in Pietermaritzburg,
South Africa to the port of Durban,
international freight expenses from
Durban, South Africa to U.S. East Coast
ports, as well as a U.S. importer/
distributor markup and a U.S. reseller
markup.

Normal Value

The petitioner based NV on two price
quotes for Alloy 6082 T6 from a South
African distributor of aluminum
products. The petitioner alleged that,
while Hulett does not sell identical
grades of merchandise to the United

States and home markets, grade Alloy
6082 T6, sold to the home market, and
grade Alloy 6061 T651, sold to the
United States, are functionally
equivalent, have minimal differences in
chemistry, and have no meaningful
differences in production costs. The
petitioner adjusted the NV for
movement charges in the home market
and differences in direct selling
expenses (imputed credit) between the
United States and the home market. The
petitioner did not adjust NV for packing
expenses because it is the petitioner’s
understanding that the packing form
and materials are the same in both
markets.

The estimated dumping margins in
the petition based on a comparison
between EP and NV range from 80.19
percent to 106.77 percent.

Fair Value Comparisons

Based on the data provided by the
petitioner, there is reason to believe that
imports of certain aluminum plate from
South Africa are being, or are likely to
be, sold at LTFV.

Allegations and Evidence of Material
Injury and Causation

The petitioner alleges that the U.S.
industry producing the domestic like
product is being materially injured, or is
threatened with material injury, by
reason of imports from South Africa of
the subject merchandise sold at less
than NV.

The petitioner contends that the
industry’s injured condition is evident
in the sales volume and market share
lost to unfair imports, as well as rapidly
declining and depressed U.S. prices.
The allegations of injury and causation
are supported by relevant evidence
including U.S. import data, lost sales,
and pricing information. We have
assessed the allegations and supporting
evidence regarding material injury and
causation, and we have determined that
these allegations are properly supported
by adequate evidence and meet the
statutory requirements for initiation. See
the Initiation Checklist.

Initiation of Antidumping Investigation

Based upon our examination of the
petition on certain aluminum plate from
South Africa, we have found that it
meets the requirements of section 732 of
the Act. Therefore, we are initiating an
antidumping duty investigation to
determine whether imports of certain
aluminum plate from South Africa are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at LTFV. Unless this
deadline is extended pursuant to section
733(b)(1)(A) of the Act, we will make
our preliminary determination no later

than 140 days after the date of this
initiation.
Distribution of Copies of the Petition

In accordance with section
732(b)(3)(A) of the Act, a copy of the
public version of the petition has been
provided to the representatives of the
Government of South Africa. We will
attempt to provide a copy of the public
version of the petition to each exporter
named in the petition, as provided for
under 19 CFR 351.203(c)(2).

ITC Notification

We have notified the ITC of our
initiation as required by section 732(d)
of the Act.

Preliminary Determination by the ITC

The ITC will preliminarily determine
no later than December 1, 2003, whether
there is a reasonable indication that
imports of certain aluminum plate from
South Africa are causing material injury,
or threatening to cause material injury,
to a U.S. industry. A negative ITC
determination will result in the
investigation being terminated,
otherwise, this investigation will
proceed according to statutory and
regulatory time limits.

This notice is issued and published
pursuant to section 777(i) of the Act.

Dated: November 5, 2003.
James J. Jochum,

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03—28340 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS—P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-475-703]

Granular Polytetrafluoroethylene Resin
From ltaly: Notice of Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of rescission of
antidumping duty administrative
review.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 12, 2003.
SUMMARY: On September 30, 2003, the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) published in the Federal
Register (68 FR 56262) a notice
announcing the initiation of an
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on granular
polytetrafluoroethylene resin from Italy,
covering the period August 1, 2002,
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through July 31, 2003. The review was
requested by Solvay Solexis, Inc. and
Solexis America Inc. (collectively
Solvay), an Italian producer of the
subject merchandise under review and
its United States subsidiary. We are now
rescinding this review as a result of
Solvay’s withdrawal of its request for an
administrative review.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Keith Nickerson or Carol Henninger, at
(202) 482-3813 or (202) 482—-3003,
respectively, AD/CVD Enforcement
Office 5, Group II, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street & Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

In accordance with 19 CFR
351.213(b), on August 29, 2003, Solvay
requested an administrative review of
the antidumping duty order on granular
polytetrafluoroethylene resin from Italy.
On September 30, 2003, in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.221(c)(1)(i), we
initiated an administrative review of
this order for the period August 1, 2002,
through July 31, 2003 (68 FR 56262).
Solvay withdrew its request for this
review on October 24, 2003. See Letter
from Maureen Rosch, representative of
Solvay, to the Department (October 24,
2003).

Rescission of Review

The Department’s regulations at 19
CFR 351.213(d)(1) provide that the
Department will rescind an
administrative review if the party that
requested the review withdraws its
request for review within 90 days of the
date of publication of the notice of
initiation of the requested review, or
withdraws its request at a later date if
the Department determines that it is
reasonable to extend the time limit for
withdrawing the request. Solvay
withdrew its request within the 90-day
period. Accordingly, we are rescinding
this review. The Department will issue
appropriate assessment instructions to
the U.S. Customs and Border Protection
within 15 days of publication of this
notice.

This notice serves as a reminder to
parties subject to administrative
protective order (“APO”’) of their
responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.305(a)(3). Timely
written notification of the return or
destruction of APO materials or
conversion to judicial protective order is
hereby requested. Failure to comply

with the regulations and terms of an
APO is a sanctionable violation.

This notice is issued and published in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.213(d)(4)
and section 777(i)(1) of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended.

Dated: November 5, 2003.
Holly A. Kuga,

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-28339 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-580-841]

Structural Steel Beams From the
Republic of Korea: Extension of Final
Results of the Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of postponement for the
final determination of the antidumping
duty administrative review.

SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
(“the Department”) is extending the
time limit for the final results of the
antidumping duty administrative review
of structural steel beams (“SSB”’) from
the Republic Korea.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 12, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Aishe Allen or Michael Holton, AD/
CVD Enforcement Group III, Office 9,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 482—0172 or
(202) 482—-1324, respectively.

Background

On September 25, 2002, the
Department published a notice of
initiation of this antidumping duty
administrative review for the period of
August 1, 2001 through July 31, 2002.
See Initiation of Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Reviews, Requests for Revocation in Part
and Deferral of Administrative Reviews
67 FR 60210 (September 25, 2002).

On September 9, 2003, the
Department published the preliminary
results of antidumping duty
administrative review. See Preliminary
Results of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review: Structural Steel
Beams from the Republic of Korea, 68
FR 53129 (September 9, 2003)
(“Preliminary Results”). In the

Preliminary Results we stated that we
would make our final determination for
the antidumping duty administrative
review no later than 120 days after the
date of publication of the preliminary
results, or not later than January 7, 2004.

Extension of Time Limit for Final
Results

Section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (“the Act”), states
that if it is not practicable to complete
the review within the time specified, the
administrating authority may extend the
120-day period, following the date
publication of the preliminary results, to
issues its final results by an additional
60 days. Completion of the final results
within the 120-day period is not
practicable due to the complexity of
DSM’s affiliation issue and INI’s
ordinary course of trade issue.

Therefore, in accordance with section
751(a)(3)(A) of the Act, the Department
is extending the time limit for
completion of these final results to by
30 days until no later than February 6,
2003.

Dated: November 4, 2003.

Joseph Spetrini,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration, Group III.

[FR Doc. 03—28337 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

[1.D. 103003D]

Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions;
General Provisions for Domestic
Fisheries; Application for Exempted
Fishing Permits (EFPs)

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notification of a proposal for
EFPs to conduct experimental fishing;
request for comments.

SUMMARY: NMFS announces that the
Assistant Regional Administrator for
Sustainable Fisheries, Northeast Region,
NMFS (Assistant Regional
Administrator) proposes to recommend
that EFPs be issued in response to an
application submitted by the Cape Cod
Commercial Hook Fishermen’s
Association (CCCHFA), in collaboration
with the New England Aquarium and
NMFS. The EFP would allow up to six
vessels to retain undersized Atlantic cod
(Gadus morhua) in the area of the Great
South Channel east onto Georges Bank
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from December 2003 through November
2004. The Assistant Regional
Administrator has made a preliminary
determination that the application
contains all of the required information
and warrants further consideration and
that the activities to be authorized under
the EFPs would be consistent with the
goals and objectives of the Northeast
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan.
However, further review and
consultation may be necessary before a
final determination is made to issue
EFPs.

DATES: Comments on this action must be
received on or before November 28,
2003.

ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be sent to Patricia A. Kurkul, Regional
Administrator, NMFS, NE Regional
Office, 1 Blackburn Drive, Gloucester,
MA 01930. Mark the outside of the
envelope “Comments on CCCHFA
Undersized Cod EFP Proposal.”
Comments may also be sent via fax to
(978) 281-9135. Comments will not be
accepted if submitted via e-mail or the
Internet.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Heather Sagar, Fishery Management
Specialist, phone: (978) 281-9341, fax:
(978) 281-9135, email:
heather.sagar@noaa.gov

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On October 1, 2003, CCCHFA, in
collaboration with the New England
Aquarium and NMFS, submitted a
complete application for up to six
vessels to conduct a study on mortality
rates and survivability of undersized
Atlantic cod harvested in the bottom-set
longline and jig fisheries in southern
New England. Currently the mortality
for undersized cod returned to the water
is considered to be 100 percent, since
there is little information to indicate
otherwise. Exemptions would be
necessary to relieve vessels from the
restrictions on possession of undersized
Atlantic cod at § 648.83(a). The
proposed study would occur inside the
area defined as follows: The outer Cape
Cod shoreline at 42° N. lat. and 70° W.
long., then follow the 70° W. long. line
south to the northern border of the
Nantucket Lightship Closed Area, then
follow the northern border of the
Nantucket Lightship Closed Area east to
69° W. long., then follow the 69° W.
long. line north to the western border of
Georges Bank Closed Area I, then follow
the western border of Georges Bank
Closed Area I (Loran C 13700) to the 42°
N. lat. line, then follow the 42° N. lat.
line west to 70° W. long. At no time

would fishing operations be conducted
inside year-round closure areas.

The experiment would occur from
December 2003 through November
2004, during which time longline
vessels would sample at 20, 30, and 40
fathoms (36.6, 54.9, and 73.2 m,
respectively) 3 times each, during each
season, for a total of 36 trips (3 depths
x 3 samples x 4 seasons = a total of 36
days). There will be six vessels
participating in this study for a total of
36 trips for the experiment. Each vessel
would fish its bottom-set longline gear
consisting of 1,800 ft (548.6 m) of
mainline with 300 #12 circle hooks
spaced every 6 ft (1.83 m).
Approximately 3,600 hooks would be
set per fishing day, with a soak time of
3—4 hours. After the vessel sets the
longline it would begin the jigging
portion of the study. The undersized
cod would be measured, weighed, and
tagged to determine survivability rates
of the undersized cod. The applicant
would use two different handling
techniques for all longline caught fish:
Alternate fish would be flipped off the
hook or snubbed (allowing the hook to
pass through the jaw). All fish caught
during the jigging portion would be
flipped off the hook. During each
season, a minimum of 150 undersized
fish would be collected and retained for
72 hours in each cage at each of the
sample depths. The cage would be
constructed to hug tight to the sea floor
and to resist rolling in the highly tidal
areas. Other than the above protocol, the
vessels would follow normal fishing
practices. All fish landed would be
subject to existing minimum size and
trip limit requirements.

A scientific data collector would be
present on board each participating
vessel. Scientific data collectors would
be responsible for collecting all relevant
biological and environmental data.
CCCHFA would be responsible for
developing a full report of results and
provide this report to NMFS.

Regulations under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act require publication of
this notification to provide interested
parties the opportunity to comment on
applications for proposed EFPs.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: November 3, 2003.

Bruce C. Morehead,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 03—-28210 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]|

BILLING CODE 3510-22-S

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

[Docket No. 030602141-3271-04]

Availability of Grants Funds for Fiscal
Year 2004

AGENCY: National Sea Grant College
Program, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of extension of
application deadline.

SUMMARY: The National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
published a document in the Federal
Register of October 17, 2003 (68 FR
59778), concerning the availability of
NOAA grant funds for fiscal year 2004.
NOAA publishes this notice to
announce that the Sea Grant—Industry
Fellowship Program, a Fellowship
program initiated by the National Sea
Grant Office (NSGO), National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), has extended their submission
date for applications. The submission
date for applications for the Sea Grant—
Industry Fellowship Program has been
extended to February 3, 2004, to allow
applicants more time to submit their
applications. All applications must be
received by 5 p.m. (local time) on
February 3, 2004, by a State Sea Grant
Program or by the National Sea Grant
Office (NSGO) in the case of an
institution of higher education in a non-
Sea Grant State. Applications are to be
forwarded to the NSGO by the State Sea
Grant Programs by 5 p.m. e.s.t. on
February 10, 2004. All other program
requirements and information published
in the October 17, 2003 notice remain
the same.

DATES: All applications must be
received by 5 p.m. (local time) on
February 3, 2004, by a State Sea Grant
Program or by the National Sea Grant
Office (NSGO) in the case of an
institution of higher education in a non-
Sea Grant State.

ADDRESSES: For a list of addresses,
please read the full notice. A copy of the
full notice can be found at: http://
www.ofa.noaa.gov/% 7Egrants/fbo/Oct-
OAR-Industry-Fellow.pdf.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Nikola Garber, 301-713-2431 ext. 124;
e-mail: nikola.garber@noaa.gov.
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Dated: November 4, 2003.
Louisa Koch,

Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of
Oceanic and Atmospheric Research, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
[FR Doc. 03—28271 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-KA-M

COMMITTEE FOR THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE
AGREEMENTS

Request for Public Comments on
Commercial Availability Petition under
the African Growth and Opportunity
Act (AGOA) and the United States -
Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act
(CBTPA)

November 6, 2003.
AGENCY: The Committee for the
Implementation of Textile Agreements

ACTION: Request for public comments
concerning a petition for a
determination that micro-denier 30
singles and 36 singles solution-dyed,
open-end spun, staple spun viscose
yarns, produced on open-ended
spindles, cannot be supplied by the
domestic industry in commercial
quantities in a timely manner under the
AGOA and CBTPA.

SUMMARY: On November 3, 2003, the
Chairman of CITA received a petition
from Fabrictex alleging that micro-
denier 30 singles and 36 singles
solution-dyed, open-end spun, staple
spun viscose yarns produced on open-
ended spindles, for use in
manufacturing fabrics, classified in
subheading 5510.11.0000 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS), cannot be
supplied by the domestic industry in
commercial quantities in a timely
manner. The petition requests that
apparel articles of U.S. formed fabrics of
such yarns assembled in one or more
AGOA or CBTPA beneficiary countries
be eligible for preferential treatment
under the AGOA and the CBTPA. CITA
hereby solicits public comments on this
petition, in particular with regard to
whether this yarn can be supplied by
the domestic industry in commercial
quantities in a timely manner.
Comments must be submitted by
November 28, 2003 to the Chairman,
Committee for the Implementation of
Textile Agreements, Room 3001, United
States Department of Commerce, 14th
and Constitution, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20230.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Janet E. Heinzen, International Trade
Specialist, Office of Textiles and

Apparel, U.S. Department of Commerce,
(202) 482-3400.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Authority: Section 112(b)(5)(B) of the
AGOA; Section 213(b)(2)(A)(v)(II) of the
CBERA, as added by Section 211(a) of the
CBTPA; Sections 1 and 6 of Executive Order
No. 13191 of January 17, 2001.

Background

The AGOA and the CBTPA provide
for quota- and duty-free treatment for
qualifying textile and apparel products.
Such treatment is generally limited to
products manufactured from yarns or
fabrics formed in the United States. The
AGOA and the CBTPA also provide for
quota- and duty-free treatment for
apparel articles that are both cut (or
knit-to-shape) and sewn or otherwise
assembled in one or more AGOA or
CBTPA beneficiary countries from fabric
or yarn that is not formed in the United
States, if it has been determined that
such fabric or yarn cannot be supplied
by the domestic industry in commercial
quantities in a timely manner. In
Executive Order No. 13191, the
President delegated to CITA the
authority to determine whether yarns or
fabrics cannot be supplied by the
domestic industry in commercial
quantities in a timely manner under the
AGOA and the CBTPA and directed
CITA to establish procedures to ensure
appropriate public participation in any
such determination. On March 6, 2001,
CITA published procedures that it will
follow in considering requests. (66 FR
13502).

On November 3, 2003, the Chairman
of CITA received a petition from
Fabrictex alleging that micro-denier 30
singles and 36 singles solution-dyed,
open-end spun, staple spun viscose
yarn, produced on open-ended spindles,
for use in manufacturing fabrics,
classified in HTSUS subheading
5510.11.0000, cannot be supplied by the
domestic industry in commercial
quantities in a timely manner and
requesting quota- and duty-free
treatment under the AGOA and the
CBTPA for apparel articles that are cut
and sewn in one or more AGOA or
CBTPA beneficiary countries from U.S.
formed fabrics containing such yarns.
Two petitions submitted by Fabrictex on
solution-dyed, open-end spun, staple
spun viscose yarn were denied by CITA
in May and August of 2001.

CITA is soliciting public comments
regarding this request, particularly with
respect to whether this yarn can be
supplied by the domestic industry in
commercial quantities in a timely
manner. Also relevant is whether other
yarns that are supplied by the domestic
industry in commercial quantities in a

timely manner are substitutable for the
yarn for purposes of the intended use.
Comments must be received no later
than November 28, 2003. Interested
persons are invited to submit six copies
of such comments or information to the
Chairman, Committee for the
Implementation of Textile Agreements,
room 3100, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th and Constitution
Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20230.

If a comment alleges that this yarn can
be supplied by the domestic industry in
commercial quantities in a timely
manner, CITA will closely review any
supporting documentation, such as a
signed statement by a manufacturer of
the yarn stating that it produces the
yarns that are the subject of the request,
including the quantities that can be
supplied and the time necessary to fill
an order, as well as any relevant
information regarding past production.

CITA will protect any business
confidential information that is marked
“business confidential” from disclosure
to the full extent permitted by law.
CITA will make available to the public
non-confidential versions of the request
and non-confidential versions of any
public comments received with respect
to a request in room 3100 in the Herbert
Hoover Building, 14th and Constitution
Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20230.
Persons submitting comments on a
request are encouraged to include a non-
confidential version and a non-
confidential summary.

James C. Leonard III,

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation
of Textile Agreements.

[FR Doc. 03—28341 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DR-S

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

ACTION: Notice. The Department of
Defense has submitted to OMB for
clearance, the following proposal for
collection of information under the
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

DATES: Consideration will be given to all
comments received by December 12,
2003.

Title, Form Number, and OMB
Number: Third Party Collection Program
(Insurance Information); DD Form 2569;
OMB Number 0704-0323.

Type of Request: Revision.

Number of Respondents: 511,232.
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Responses Per Respondent: 1.

Annual Responses: 511,232

Average Burden Per Response: 2.5
minutes.

Annual Burden Hours: 20,961.

Needs and Uses: The information
contained in the DD Form 2569 will be
used to collect reimbursement from
private insurers for medical care
provided to family members of retirees
and deceased Service members having
health insurance. Such monetary
benefits accruing to the Military
Treatment Facility (MTF) will be used
to enhance healthcare delivery in the
MTF. Information will also be used by
MTF staff and CHAMPUS Fiscal
Intermediaries to determine eligibility
for care, deductibles, and co-payments
and by Health Affairs for program
planning and management.

Affected Public: Individuals or
Households.

Frequency: On Occasion and
Annually.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

OMB Desk Officer: Mr. John Finley.
Written comments and
recommendations on the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Mr. Finley at the Office of Management
and Budget, Desk Officer for DoD Health
Affairs, Room 10235, New Executive
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503.

DoD Clearance Officer: Ms. Jacqueline
Davis.

Written requests for copies of the
information collection proposal should
be sent to Ms. Davis, WHS/DIOR, 1215
Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204,
Arlington, VA 22202-4302.

Dated: October 29, 2003.

Patricia L. Toppings,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

[FR Doc. 03—28248 Filed 11-10—03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-06-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

ACTION: Notice. The Department of
Defense has submitted to OMB for
clearance, the following proposal for
collection of information under the
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

DATES: Consideration will be given to all
comments received by December 12,
2003.

Title and OMB Number: Application
for Commission in the U.S. Navy/U.S.
Naval Reserve; OMB Number 0703—
0029.

Type of Request: Reinstatement.
Number of Respondents: 10,000.
Responses Per Respondent: 1.
Annual Responses: 10,000.

Average Burden Per Response: 55
minutes (average).

Annual Burden Hours: 9,167.

Needs and Uses: All persons
interested in entering the U.S. Navy or
the U.S. Naval Reserve in a
commissioned status must provide
various personal data in order for a
Selection Board to determine their
qualifications for naval service and for
specific fields of endeavor which the
applicant intends to pursue. This
information is used to recruit and select
applicants who are qualified for
commission in the U.S. Navy or U.S.
Naval Reserve.

Affected Public: Individuals or
Households.

Frequency: On Occasion.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

OMB Desk Officer: Ms. Jacqueline
Zeiher. Written comments and
recommendations on the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Ms. Zeiher at the Office of Management
and Budget, Desk Officer for DoD, Room
10236, New Executive Office Building,
Washington, DC 20503.

DOD Clearance Officer: Ms.
Jacqueline Davis. Written requests for
copies of the information collection
proposal should be sent to Ms. Davis,
WHS/DIOR, 1215 Jefferson Davis
Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA
22202-4302.

Dated: October 29, 2003.

Patricia L. Toppings,

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

[FR Doc. 03—28249 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 5001-06-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

Nationwide TRICARE Demonstration
Project

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary of
Defense for Health Affairs/TRICARE
Management Activity, DoD.

ACTION: Notice extending deadline for
demonstration project.

SUMMARY: On Monday, November 5,
2001, the Department of Defense (DoD)
published a notice of a nationwide
TRICARE demonstration project (66 FR
55928-55930). This notice is to advise
interested parties of the continuation of
the demonstration project in which the
DoD Military Health System addresses
unreasonable impediments to the

continuity of healthcare encountered by
certain family members of Reservists
and National Guardsmen called to
active duty in support of a federal/
contingency operation. The
demonstration previously scheduled to
end on November 1, 2003, is now
extended through October 31, 2004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
Office of the Assistance Secretary of
Defense for Health Affairs, TRICARE
Management Activity, Communications
and Customer Service Directorate at
(703) 681-1774.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
continued deployment of over 160,000
troops in support of Noble Eagle/
Operation Enduring Freedom and
Operation Iraqi Freedom in FY 2003 and
FY 2004 warrants the continuation of
the demonstration to support the
healthcare needs and morale of family
members of activated reservists and
guardsmen. The impact if the
demonstration is not extended includes
higher out-of-pocket costs and potential
inability to continue to use the same
provider for ongoing care. There are
three separate components to the
demonstration. First, those who
participate in TRICARE Standard will
not be responsible for paying the
TRICARE Standard deductible. By law,
the TRICARE Standard deductible for
active duty dependents in $150 per
individual, $300 per family ($50/$150
for E-4’s and below). Second, TRICARE
payments up to 115 percent of the
TRICARE maximum allowable charge,
less the applicable patient co-payment,
for care received from a provider that
does not participate (accept assignment)
under TRICARE to the extent necessary
to ensure timely access to care and
clinically appropriate continuity of care.
Third, waiver of the non-availability
statement requirement for non-
emergency inpatient care. At the end of
this Project, DoD will conduct an
analysis of the benefits and costs of
providing healthcare services to certain
Service members and their families
when called to active duty during a
contingently operation. Information and
experience gained as part of this
demonstration project will provide the
foundation for longer-term solutions in
the event of future national
emergencies. This demonstration project
is being conducted under the authority
of 10 U.S.C. 1092.

Dated: October 29, 2003.
Patricia L. Toppings,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

[FR Doc. 03—28250 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 5001-06-M
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Inspector General

Privacy Act of 1974; System of
Records

AGENCY: Office of the Inspector General,
DoD.

ACTION: Notice to Amend Systems of
Records.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Inspector
General, DoD, is amending a system of
records notice in its existing inventory
of record systems subject to the Privacy
Act 0of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as
amended.

DATES: This proposed action will be
effective without further notice on
December 12, 2003 unless comments are
received which result in a contrary
determination.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Office of
the Inspector General, Department of
Defense, 400 Army Navy Drive, Room
223, Arlington, VA 22202—4704.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Darryl R. Aaron at (703) 604—9785.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Office
of the Inspector General, DoD, systems
of records notices subject to the Privacy
Act 0of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as
amended, have been published in the
Federal Register and are available from
the address above.

The specific changes to the records
systems being amended are set forth
below followed by the notices, as
amended, published in their entirety.
The proposed amendments are not
within the purview of subsection (r) of
the Privacy Act of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a),
as amended, which requires the
submission of a new or altered system
report.

Dated: October 29, 2003.

Patricia L. Toppings,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

CIG-06

SYSTEM NAME:

Investigative Files (Files (February 22,
1993, 58 FR 10213).

Changes

* * * * *

SYSTEM LOCATION:

Delete entry and replace with
“Primary location: Office of the Deputy
Inspector General for Investigations,
Defense Criminal Investigative Service,
Office of the Inspector General,
Department of Defense, 400 Army Navy
Drive, Arlington, VA 22202-4704.

DECENTRALIZED LOCATIONS:

Regional Field Offices; Resident
Agencies; and various other OIG DoD
Offices. A complete list of these
decentralized locations can be obtained
by writing to the ‘System manager’.”
* * * * *

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM:

Delete entry and replace with
“Reports of Investigations (ROIs),
Information Reports (IRs) and criminal
intelligence reports containing
statements of witnesses, suspects,
subject(s) and special agents; laboratory
reports, polygraph records to include
charts, reports, technical data, rights
waivers, polygraph waivers, numerical
score sheets, interview logs, test
questions sheets, and all other
documents relating to the polygraphs,
all consensual or non consensual
monitoring, documentary evidence,
physical evidence, summary and
administrative data pertaining to
preparation and distribution of the
report; basis for allegations;
investigative information from Federal,
State, and local investigative and
intelligence agencies and departments
and all correspondence relevant to the
investigation, location of investigation,
year and date of offense, names and
personal identifiers of persons who have
been subjects of electronic surveillance,
suspects, subjects witnesses and victims
of crimes, report number which allows
access to records noted above; agencies,
firms, and Defense Department
organizations which were the subject(s)
or victim(s) of criminal investigations;
and disposition and suspense of
offenders listed in criminal investigative
files, agents notes, working papers,
confidential source documents,
subpoenas, Grand Jury documents,
finger print cards, witness identification
data, requests approvals for case
openings and or closings, special
investigative techniques requiring
approval by management, and any other
miscellaneous documents supporting
the case files.”

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM:

Delete entry and replace with
“Inspector General Act of 1978 (Pub. L.
95—-452), as amended; DoD Directive
5106.1, Inspector General of the
Department of Defense; and E.O. 9397
(SSN).”

PURPOSE(S):

Delete entry and replace with “To
conduct criminal investigations, crime
prevention and criminal intelligence
activities, to accomplish management
studies involving the analysis,
compilation of statistics, quality control,

to ensure that completed investigations
are legally sufficient and result in
overall improvement in techniques,
training and professionalism. Includes
personnel security, internal security,
criminal, and other law enforcement
matters, all of which are essential to the
effective operation of the Office of the
Inspector General.

The records in this system are used
for the following purposes: Suitability,
loyalty, eligibility, and general
trustworthiness of individuals for access
or continued access to classified
information and suitability for access to
government facilities or industrial firms
engaged in government projects/
contracts; contractor responsibility and
suspension/debarment determinations;
suitability for awards or similar benefits;
use in current law enforcement
investigation or program of any type;
use in judicial or adjudicative
proceedings including litigation or in
accordance with a court order; to
identify offenders, to provide facts and
evidence upon which to base
prosecution, to provide information to
other investigative elements of the
Department of Defense, other Federal,
State, or local agencies having
jurisdiction over the substance of the
allegations or a related investigative
interest in criminal law enforcement
investigations including statutory
violations, counter-intelligence,
counter-espionage and counter-terrorist
activities and other security matters; to
effect corrective administrative action
and to recover money and property
which has been wrongfully used or
misappropriated; to make statistical
evaluations and reports; to make
decisions affecting personnel actions
concerning members of the Armed
Forces and/or Federal employees; and to
respond to other complaint
investigations and congressional
inquires as appropriate.”

* * * * *

RETRIEVABILITY:

Delete entry and replace with
“Records are retrieved by individual’s
name, Social Security Number, Military
Service Number, or case control

number.”
* * * * *

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL:

Delete entry and replace with
“Investigative Case files and
Information Reports are maintained in
the office of origin for two years after
case closure and then transferred to the
OIG DoD Headquarters for final
preparation and final transfer to the
Washington National Records Center
where they are retained for 20 years and
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10 years, respectively, and ultimately
destroyed.

Those records which attract great
public or judicial attention or document
a historical development in the OIG
DoD may be deemed permanent and
transferred directly to the National
Archives and Records Administration.”

* * * * *

CIG-06

SYSTEM NAME:
Investigative Files.

SYSTEM LOCATION:

Primary location: Office of the Deputy
Inspector General for Investigations,
Defense Criminal Investigative Service,
Office of the Inspector General,
Department of Defense, 400 Army Navy
Drive, Arlington, VA 22202-4704.

DECENTRALIZED LOCATIONS:

Regional Field Offices; Resident
Agencies; and various other OIG DoD
Offices. A complete list of these
decentralized locations can be obtained
by writing to the ‘System manager’.

CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE
SYSTEM:

DoD civilian personnel; members of
the Armed Forces of the United States,
Reserve components, and National
Guard units; DoD contractors;
individuals residing on, having
authorized official access to, or
contracting or operating any business or
other functions at any DoD installation
or facility; and individuals not affiliated
with the Department of Defense when
their activities have directly threatened
the functions, property or personnel of
the Department of Defense, or they have
threatened any other high ranking
government personnel who are provided
protective service mandated by the
Secretary of Defense, or they have
engaged in, or are alleged to engage in
criminal acts on DoD installations or
directed at the Department of Defense,
its personnel or functions; or
individuals information regarding DoD
activities falling under the purview of
OIG responsibilities.

CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM:

Reports of Investigations (ROIs),
Information Reports (IRs) and criminal
intelligence reports containing
statements of witnesses, suspects,
subject(s) and special agents; laboratory
reports, polygraph records to include
charts, reports, technical data, rights
waivers, polygraph waivers, numerical
score sheets, interview logs, test
questions sheets, and all other
documents relating to the polygraphs,
all consensual or non consensual

monitoring, documentary evidence,
physical evidence, summary and
administrative data pertaining to
preparation and distribution of the
report; basis for allegations;
investigative information from Federal,
State, and local investigative and
intelligence agencies and departments
and all correspondence relevant to the
investigation, location of investigation,
year and date of offense, names and
personal identifiers of persons who have
been subjects of electronic surveillance,
suspects, subjects witnesses and victims
of crimes, report number which allows
access to records noted above; agencies,
firms, and Defense Department
organizations which were the subject(s)
or victim(s) of criminal investigations;
and disposition and suspense of
offenders listed in criminal investigative
files, agents notes, working papers,
confidential source documents,
subpoenas, Grand Jury documents,
finger print cards, witness identification
data, requests approvals for case
openings and or closings, special
investigative techniques requiring
approval by management, and any other
miscellaneous documents supporting
the case files.

AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM:

Inspector General Act of 1978 (Pub. L.
95—452), as amended; DoD Directive
5106.1, Inspector General of the
Department of Defense; and E.O. 9397
(SSN).

PURPOSE(S):

To conduct criminal investigations,
crime prevention and criminal
intelligence activities, to accomplish
management studies involving the
analysis, compilation of statistics,
quality control, to ensure that
completed investigations are legally
sufficient and result in overall
improvement in techniques, training
and professionalism. Includes personnel
security, internal security, criminal, and
other law enforcement matters, all of
which are essential to the effective
operation of the Office of the Inspector
General.

THE RECORDS IN THIS SYSTEM ARE USED FOR
THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES:

Suitability, loyalty, eligibility, and
general trustworthiness of individuals
for access or continued access to
classified information and suitability for
access to government facilities or
industrial firms engaged in government
projects/contracts; contractor
responsibility and suspension/
debarment determinations; suitability
for awards or similar benefits; use in
current law enforcement investigation

or program of any type; use in judicial
or adjudicative proceedings including
litigation or in accordance with a court
order; to identify offenders, to provide
facts and evidence upon which to base
prosecution, to provide information to
other investigative elements of the
Department of Defense having
jurisdiction over the substance of the
allegations or a related investigative
interest in criminal law enforcement
investigations including statutory
violations, counter-intelligence,
counter-espionage and counter-terrorist
activities and other security matters; to
effect corrective administrative action
and to recover money and property
which has been wrongfully used or
misappropriated; to make statistical
evaluations and reports; to make
decisions affecting personnel actions
concerning members of the Armed
Forces and or Federal employees; and to
respond to other complaint
investigations and congressional
inquires as appropriate.

ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN THE
SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF USERS AND
THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES:

In addition to those disclosures
generally permitted under 5 U.S.C.
552a(b) of the Privacy Act, these records
or information contained therein may
specifically be disclosed outside the
DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552a(b)(3) as follows:

To the U.S. Secret Service in
conjunction with the protection of
persons under its jurisdiction.

To other Federal, State, or local
agencies having jurisdiction over the
substance of the allegations or a related
investigative interest in criminal law
enforcement investigations including
statutory violations, counter-
intelligence, counter-espionage and
counter-terrorist activities and other
security matters.

The DoD ‘Blanket Routine Uses’ set
forth at the beginning of the OIG’s
compilation of systems of records
notices also apply to this system.

POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING,
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM:
STORAGE!

Records are stored on paper in file
folders and on electronic storage media.

RETRIEVABILITY:

Records are retrieved by individual’s
name, Social Security Number, Military
Service Number, or case control
number.

SAFEGUARDS:!

Office is locked and building is
protected by guards during non-duty
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hours. All OIG records are stored in
locked safes and are accessible only to
authorized personnel who have a need-
to-know in conjunction with their
official duties. Computerized listings are
password protected.

RETENTION AND DISPOSAL:

Investigative Case files and
Information Reports are maintained in
the office of origin for two years after
case closure and then transferred to the
OIG DoD Headquarters for final
preparation and final transfer to the
Washington National Records Center
where they are retained for 20 years and
10 years, respectively, and ultimately
destroyed.

Those records which attract great
public or judicial attention or document
a historical development in the OIG
DoD may be deemed permanent and
transferred directly to the National
Archives and Records Administration.

SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS:

Director, Internal Operations
Directorate, Office of the Deputy
Inspector General for Investigations,
Defense Criminal Investigative Service,
Office of the Inspector General of the
Department of Defense, 400 Army Navy
Drive, Arlington, VA 22202-4704.

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE:

Individuals seeking to determine
whether information about themselves
is contained in this system should
address written inquiries to the Chief,
Freedom of Information Act/Privacy Act
Office, 400 Army Navy Drive, Arlington,
VA 22202-4704.

Written requests should contain the
individual’s full name (including former
names and aliases), and Social Security
Number, current home address,
telephone number, and the request must
be signed.

RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES:

Individuals seeking access to
information about themselves contained
in this system should address written
inquiries to the Chief, Freedom of
Information Act/Privacy Act Office, 400
Army Navy Drive, Arlington, VA
22202-4704.

Written requests should contain the
individual’s full name (including former
names and aliases), and Social Security
Number, current home address,
telephone number, and the request must
be signed.

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES:

The OIG’s rules for accessing records
and for contesting contents and
appealing initial agency determinations
are published in 32 CFR part 312 or may
be obtained from the system manager.

RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES

Subjects and suspects of OIG
investigations. Interview of witnesses,
victims, and confidential sources. All
types of records and information
maintained by all levels of government,
private industry, and non-profit
organizations reviewed during the
course of the investigation or furnished
the OIG. Any other type of record
deemed necessary to complete the OIG
investigation.

EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED FOR THE SYSTEM:

Parts of this system may be exempt
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(j)(2) if the
information is compiled and maintained
by a component of the agency that
performs as its principle function any
activity pertaining to the enforcement of
criminal laws.

An exemption rule for this record
system has been promulgated in
accordance with the requirements of 5
U.S.C. 553(b)(1), (2), and (3), (c) and (e)
and published in 32 CFR part 312. For
additional information contact the
system manager.

[FR Doc. 03—28251 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Air Force

Request for Public Comment of Draft
Preliminary Proposed Interface
Revision (PPIRN) to L5 Civil Signal
Interface Specification (IS)

AGENCY: Department of the Air Force,
DoD.

ACTION: Notice and request for review/
comment of draft PPIRN-705-001.

SUMMARY: This notice informs the public
that the Global Positioning System
(GPS) Joint Program Office (JPO) has
released the current draft of PPIRN—
705-001 dated 23 Oct 03 to IS-GPS—
705, Navstar GPS Space Segment/User
Segment L5 Interfaces, for public review
and comment. This PPIRN describes the
improved clock and ephemeris (ICE)
message for L5, a signal to be
incorporated into the GPS system for the
benefit of the civilian community. The
draft PPIRN can be reviewed at the
following Web site: http://
gps.losangeles.af.mil. Click “System
Engineering,” then click “Public
Interface Control Working Group
(ICWG)”. Hyperlinks to the PPIRN and
review instructions are provided. The
reviewer should save the PPIRN to a
local memory location prior to opening
and performing the review. All
comments and their resolutions will be
posted to the Web site.

ADDRESSES: Submit comments to SMC/
GPERGC, 2420 Vela Way, Suite 1467, El
Segundo CA 90245-4659. A comment
matrix is provided for your convenience
at the web site and is the preferred
method of comment submittal.
Comments may be submitted to the
following Internet address:
smc.gperc@losangeles.af.mil. Comments
may also be sent by fax to 1-310-363—
6387.

DATES: The suspense date for comment
submittal is December 12, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
GPERC, GPS JPO System Engineering
Division at 1-310-363—-2883, or write to
the address above.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
civilian and military communities use
the Global Positioning System, which
employs a constellation of 24 satellites
to provide continuously transmitted
signals to enable appropriately
configured GPS user equipment to
produce accurate position, navigation
and time information.

Pamela D. Fitzgerald,

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03—28332 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-05-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Air Force

Request for Public Comment of L5
Civil Signal Interface Specification (IS)
Revision 3

AGENCY: Department of the Air Force,
DoD.

ACTION: Notice and request for review/
comment of IS-GPS-705 Revision 3.

SUMMARY: This notice informs the public
that the Global Positioning System
(GPS) Joint Program Office (JPO) has
released the current IS-GPS-705 dated
30 Sep 03, Navstar GPS Space Segment/
User Segment L5 Interfaces, for public
review and comment. This IS describes
the interface characteristics of L5, a
signal to be incorporated into the GPS
system for the benefit of the civilian
community. The IS can be reviewed at
the following Web site: http://
gps.losangeles.af.mil. Click “System
Engineering,” then click “Public
Interface Control Working Group
(ICWG)”. Hyperlinks to the IS and
review instructions are provided. The
reviewer should save the IS to a local
memory location prior to opening and
performing the review. All comments
and their resolutions will be posted to
the Web site.
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ADDRESSES: Submit comments to SMC/
GPERG, 2420 Vela Way, Suite 1467, El
Segundo CA 90245-4659. A comment
matrix is provided for your convenience
at the web site and is the preferred
method of comment submittal.
Comments may be submitted to the
following Internet address:
smc.gperc@losangeles.af.mil. Comments
may also be sent by fax to 1-310-363—
6387.

DATES: The suspense date for comment
submittal is November 14, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
GPERC, GPS JPO System Engineering
Division at 1-310-363-2883, or write to
the address above.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
civilian and military communities use
the Global Positioning System, which
employs a constellation of 24 satellites
to provide continuously transmitted
signals to enable appropriately
configured GPS user equipment to
produce accurate position, navigation
and time information.

Pamela D. Fitzgerald,

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03-28333 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001-05-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Navy

Notice of Availability of Government-
Owned Inventions; Available for
Licensing

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DOD.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The invention listed below is
assigned to the United States
Government as represented by the
Secretary of the Navy and is available
for licensing by the Department of the
Navy. Patent application 10/662,169:
FAST RESPONSE FLUID CONTROL
VALVE/NOZZLE.

ADDRESSES: Requests for copies of the
invention cited should be directed to
the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane
Div, Code OCF, Bldg 64, 300 Highway
361, Crane, IN 47522-5001.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Darrell Boggess, Naval Surface Warfare
Center, Crane Div, Code OCF, Bldg 64,
300 Highway 361, Crane, IN 47522—
5001, telephone (812) 854-1130. To
download an application for license,
see: http://www.crane.navy.mil/
newscommunity/
TechTrans_CranePatents.asp?bhcp=1.

(Authority: 35 U.S.C. 207, 37 CFR part 404.)

Dated: November 3, 2003.
S. K. Melancon,
Paralegal Specialist, Office of the Judge
Advocate General, Alternate Federal Register
Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 03—28334 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3810-FF-P

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

Sunshine Act Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given of
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board’s (Board) two meetings described
below. The Board will also conduct a
series of public hearings pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 2286b and invites any interested
persons or groups to present any
comments, technical information, or
data concerning safety issues related to
the matters to be considered.

TIME AND DATE OF MEETING: 9 a.m.,
December 3, 2003, and 9 a.m., December
4, 2003.

PLACE: Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, Public Hearing Room, 625
Indiana Avenue, NW., Suite 300,
Washington, DC 20004—2001.
Additionally, as a part of the Board’s E-
Government initiative, the meetings will
be presented live through Internet video
streaming. A link to these presentations
will be available on the Board’s Web site
(http://www.dnfsb.gov).

STATUS: Open. While the Government in
the Sunshine Act does not require that
the scheduled discussions be conducted
in a meeting, the Board has determined
that open meetings in this specific case
further the public interests underlying
both the Sunshine Act and the Board’s
enabling legislation.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: The Board
has been reviewing the Department of
Energy’s (DOE) current oversight and
management of the contracts and
contractors it relies upon to accomplish
the mission assigned to DOE under the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
We will focus on what impact, if any,
DOE’s new initiatives may have or
might have had upon assuring adequate
protection of the health and safety of the
public and workers at DOE’s defense
nuclear facilities. The fourth and fifth
public meetings will collect information
needed to understand and address any
health or safety concerns that may
require Board action. This will include,
but is not limited to, presentations by
DOE and the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) to explain their
contract management and oversight

initiatives and possibly further
presentations by Board staff.

The Board has identified several key
areas that will be examined in public
meetings. The Board will explore in
more depth the field application of
Federal management and oversight
policies being developed by DOE and
NNSA for defense nuclear facilities. The
Board will hear from NNSA Site
Managers and Contractor General
Managers during the December 3rd
meeting and from DOE Environmental
Management Site Managers and
Contractor General Managers during the
December 4th meeting. The information
gathered will explore Federal contract
management and oversight experience
and will provide relevant reference
experience. The public hearing portions
are independently authorized by 42
U.S.C. § 2286b.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri, General Manager,
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board,
625 Indiana Avenue, NW., Suite 700,
Washington, DC 20004-2901, (800) 788—
4016. This is a toll-free number.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Requests
to speak at the hearings may be
submitted in writing or by telephone.
The Board asks that commentators
describe the nature and scope of their
oral presentation. Those who contact
the Board prior to close of business on
December 2, 2003, will be scheduled for
time slots, beginning at approximately
11:30 a.m., for the December 3rd
meeting. Those who contact the Board
prior to close of business on December
3, 2003, will be scheduled for time slots,
beginning at approximately 11:30 a.m.,
for the December 4th meeting. The
Board will post a schedule for those
speakers who have contacted the Board
before each hearing. The posting will be
made at the entrance to the Public
Hearing Room at the start of each 9 a.m.
meeting.

Anyone who wishes to comment or
provide technical information or data
may do so in writing, either in lieu of,
or in addition to, making an oral
presentation. The Board Members may
question presenters to the extent
deemed appropriate. Documents will be
accepted at the meeting or may be sent
to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board’s Washington, DC office. The
Board will hold the record open until
January 5, 2005, for the receipt of
additional materials. Transcripts of the
meetings will be made available by the
Board for inspection by the public at the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board’s Washington office and at DOE’s
public reading room at the DOE Federal
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Building, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585.

The Board specifically reserves its
right to further schedule and otherwise
regulate the course of the meetings and
hearings, to recess, reconvene,
postpone, or adjourn the meetings and
hearings, conduct further reviews, and
otherwise exercise its power under the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Dated: November 7, 2003.
John T. Conway,
Chairman.
[FR Doc. 03—28456 Filed 11-7-03; 3:25 pm]
BILLING CODE 3670-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Office of Science Financial Assistance
Program Notice DE-FG01-04ER04-05;
Early Career Principal Investigator
Program in Applied Mathematics,
Collaboratory Research, Computer
Science, and High-Performance
Networks

AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Notice inviting grant
applications.

SUMMARY: The Office of Advanced
Scientific Computing Research (ASCR)
of the Office of Science (SC), U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), hereby
announces its interest in receiving
applications for grant applications in
support of its Early Career Principal
Investigator Program. The purpose of
this program is to support research in
applied mathematics, collaboratory
research, computer science, and
networks performed by exceptionally
talented scientists and engineers early
in their careers. The full text of Program
Notice DE-FG01-04ER04-05, is
available via the Internet using the
following Web site address: http://
www.science.doe.gov/production/
grants/grants.html.

DATES: To permit timely consideration
for award in Fiscal Year 2004,
completed applications in response to
this notice must be received by February
10, 2004, to be accepted for merit review
and funding in Fiscal Year 2004.

ADDRESSES: Formal applications
referencing Program Notice DE-FG01—
04ER04-05 must be sent electronically
by an authorized institutional business
official through DOE’s Industry
Interactive Procurement System (IIPS)
at: http://e-center.doe.gov/. IIPS
provides for the posting of solicitations
and receipt of applications in a
paperless environment via the Internet.
In order to submit applications through
IIPS, your business official will need to

register at the IIPS website. IIPS offers
the option of using multiple files, please
limit submissions to one volume and
one file if possible, with a maximum of
no more than four PDF files. The Office
of Science will include attachments as
part of this notice that provide the
appropriate forms in PDF fillable format
that are to be submitted through IIPS.
Color images should be submitted in
IIPS as a separate file in PDF format and
identified as such. These images should
be kept to a minimum due to the
limitations of reproducing them. They
should be numbered and referred to in
the body of the technical scientific grant
application as Color imagea 1, Color
image 2, etc. Questions regarding the
operation of IIPS may be E-mailed to the
IIPS Help Desk at:
HelpDesk@pr.doe.gov, or you may call
the help desk at: (800) 683—-0751.
Further information on the use of IIPS
by the Office of Science is available at:
http://www.sc.doe.gov/production/
grants/grants.html.

If you are unable to submit an
application through IIPS, please contact
the Grants and Contracts Division,
Office of Science at: (301) 903-5212 or
(301) 903—-3604, in order to gain
assistance for submission through IIPS
or to receive special approval and
instructions on how to submit printed
applications.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Dr.
Samuel J. Barish, Office of Advanced
Scientific Computing Research, SC-31/
Germantown Building, U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC 20585-1290,
Telephone: (301) 903-5800, E-mail:
sam.barish@science.doe.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Program Mission

The mission of the Advanced
Scientific Computing Research Program
is to deliver forefront computational and
networking capabilities to scientists
nationwide that enable them to extend
the frontiers of science, answering
critical questions that range from the
function of living cells to the power of
fusion energy.

In order to accomplish this mission,
this program fosters and supports
fundamental research in advanced
computing research (applied
mathematics, computer science and
networking), and operates
supercomputer, networking, and related
facilities to enable the analysis,
modeling, simulation, and prediction of
complex phenomena important to DOE.

The following long-term goals will be
indicators of ASCR’s success in meeting
its mission:

* Develop mathematics, algorithms,
and software that enable effective
models of complex systems, including
highly nonlinear or uncertain
phenomena, or processes that interact
on vastly different scales or contain both
discrete and continuous elements.

* Develop, through the Genomes to
Life partnership with the DOE Office of
Biological and Environmental Research,
the computational science capability to
model a complete microbe and a simple
microbial community.

The primary mission of the ASCR
program is carried out by the
Mathematical, Information, and
Computational Sciences (MICS)
Division. This Division is responsible
for discovering, developing, and
deploying advanced scientific
computing and communications tools
and operating the high performance
computing and network facilities that
researchers need to analyze, model,
simulate, and—most importantly—
predict the behavior of complex natural
and engineered systems of importance
to SC and to DOE.

The computing, networking
middleware required to meet SC needs
exceed the state-of-the-art by a wide
margin. Furthermore, the algorithms,
the software tools, the software libraries,
and the distributed software
environments needed to accelerate
scientific discovery through modeling
and simulation are beyond the realm of
commercial interest. To establish and
maintain DOE’s modeling and
simulation leadership in scientific areas
that are important to its mission, the
MICS program employs a broad, but
integrated, research strategy. The basic
research portfolio in applied
mathematics and computer science
provides the foundation for enabling
research activities, which includes
efforts to advance high-performance
networking, to develop software tools,
software libraries, and software
environments. Results from enabling
research supported by the MICS
program are used by computational
scientists supported by other SC and
other DOE programs.

Further descriptions of the base
research portion of the MICS portfolio,
which is the scope of this Notice, are
provided below:

Applied Mathematical Sciences
Research

The objective of the applied
mathematics component of the MICS
research portfolio is to support research
on the underlying mathematical
understanding as well as the numerical
algorithms needed to enable effective
description and prediction of physical,
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chemical, and biological systems such
as fluids, materials, magnetized
plasmas, or protein molecules. This
includes, but is not limited to, methods
for solving large systems of partial
differential equations (PDEs) on parallel
computers, techniques for choosing
optimal values for parameters in large
systems with hundreds to hundreds of
thousands of parameters, improving our
understanding of fluid turbulence, and
developing techniques for reliably
estimating the errors in simulations of
complex physical phenomena.

In addition to the existing research
topics described, MICS plans to invest
in new areas of applied mathematics
research to support DOE’s mission.
Such investments may include research
in multiscale algorithms, the
mathematics of feature identification in
large datasets, asymptotically optimal
algorithms for solving PDEs, fast
multipole and related hybrid methods,
and algorithms for handling complex
systems with constraints. The MICS
research portfolio in Applied
Mathematics emphasizes investment in
long-term research that will result in the
next generation of computational tools
for scientific discovery.

Collaboratory Research

Collaboratories link geographically
dispersed researchers, data, and tools
via high performance networks to
enable remote access to facilities, access
to large datasets, shared environments,
and ease of collaboration. The objective
of the collaboratory component of the
MICS portfolio is to support research for
developing the software infrastructure
that will enable universal, ubiquitous,
easy access to remote resources or that
will contribute to the ease with which
distributed teams work together.
Enabling high performance for
distributed scientific applications is an
important consideration. The
middleware component for
collaboratories encompasses activities
in:

* Building the application
frameworks that allow discipline
scientists to express and manage the
simulation, analysis, and data
management aspects of overall problem
solving.

* Supporting construction,
management, and use of widely
distributed application systems.

¢ Facilitating human collaboration
through common security services, and
resource and data sharing.

* Providing remote access to, and
operation of, scientific and engineering
instrumentation systems.

* Managing and securing the
computing and data infrastructure as a
persistent service.

This announcement also calls for
grant applications to address the
fundamental issues involved in
providing uniform software services that
manage and provide access to
heterogeneous, distributed resources,
that is, high-performance middleware
services that support DOE’s science
mission. The emphasis is on investment
in long-term research that will result in
the next generation of high-performance
software infrastructure for scientific
discovery.

Computer Science Research

The objective of the computer science
component of the MICS research
portfolio is to support research that
results in a comprehensive, scalable,
and robust high performance software
infrastructure that translates the
promise and potential of high peak
performance to real performance
improvements in DOE scientific
applications. This software
infrastructure must address needs for:
Portability and interoperability of
complex high performance scientific
software packages; operating systems
tools and support for the effective
management of terascale and beyond
systems; and effective tools for feature
identification, data management, and
visualization of petabyte-scale scientific
data sets. The Computer Science
component encompasses a multi-
discipline approach with activities in:

* Program development
environments and tools—Component-
based, fully integrated, terascale
program development and runtime
tools, which scale effectively and
provide maximum performance,
functionality, and ease-of-use to
developers and scientific end users.

* Operating system software and
tools—Systems software that scales to
tens of thousands of processors,
supports high performance application-
level communication, and provides the
highest levels of performance, fault
tolerance, reliability, manageability, and
ease of use for system administrators,
tool developers, and end users.

* Visualization and data management
systems—Scalable, intuitive systems
fully supportive of DOE application
requirements for moving, storing,
analyzing, querying, manipulating, and
visualizing multi-petabytes of scientific
data and objects.

+ Problem Solving Environments—
Unified systems focused on the needs of
specific scientific applications, which
enable radically improved ease-of-use of

complex systems software and tools by
domain application scientists.

The MICS research portfolio in
Computer Science emphasizes
investment in long-term research that
will result in the next generation of high
performance tools for scientific
discovery.

High-Performance Networks Research

In the next few years, complex
science experiments in DOE are
expected to generate several petabytes of
data that will be transferred to
geographically distributed terascale
computing facilities for analysis and
visualization by thousands of scientists
across the world. In addition, many
emerging energy research problems
require coordinated access to
distributed resources—people, data,
computers, and facilities. This
emerging, distributed terascale-science
environment calls for ultra-high-speed
networks—networks that can deliver
multi-gigabits/sec throughput to
scientific applications securely. Grant
applications in network research must
therefore address the issues of ultra
high-speed networks by focusing on:

 Ultra high-speed network
protocols—innovative, new approaches
to transport protocols and dynamic
provisioning technologies for ultra-high-
speed networks that will enable large-
scale distributed science applications to
efficiently harness the abundant
bandwidth made possible by Dense
Wave Division Multiplexing (DWDM)
optical technologies. For ultra-high-
speed transport protocols, this may
include, but is not limited to, significant
modifications to existing transport
protocols, such as UDP, TCP, TCP
variants, and TCP alternatives that can
deliver multi-gigabit throughput to high-
end scientific applications. For dynamic
provisioning, the focus is on advanced
network technologies for agile DWDM
networking that offer bandwidth on-
demand, scheduled end-to-end
bandwidth, differentiated DWDM
services, and DWDM traffic engineering.
Respondents must address the
theoretical foundations of the proposed
work with rigorous mathematical and
algorithm principles.

» Performance evaluation of cyber
security systems—formal techniques for
modeling and evaluating the
performance and effectiveness of cyber
security systems and policies. This may
include techniques for formal
specification of cyber security
requirements and implementation.

 Ultra-high-speed network
services—advanced network-aware
services that enable the efficient,
effective, and secure utilization of ultra-
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high-speed networks for data transfers
over long distances.

* Optimization techniques for
complex networks—advanced stochastic
optimization techniques that can be
used to characterize complex traffic
processes in large-scale networks. This
may include, but is not limited to,
computational intelligence, chaos
theory, large-scale simulations, and
multi-scale theory.

Grant applications addressing the
above problems must go beyond the
development of tools and emphasize
mathematical analysis, formal
specification, and rigorous techniques
for validating the performance of their
proposed solutions.

Background: Early Career Principal
Investigator Program

This is the third year of the Early
Career Principal Investigator Program. A
principal goal of this program is to
identify exceptionally talented applied
mathematicians, collaboratory
researchers, computer scientists, and
high-performance networks researchers
early in their careers and assist and
facilitate the development of their
research programs. Eligibility for awards
under this notice is restricted to
applicants who meet all of the following
criteria:

(1) Be employed in a tenure-track
position (or tenure-track-equivalent
position) as an assistant professor (or
equivalent title).

(2) Are conducting research in
applied mathematics, collaboratories,
computer science, or high-performance
networks.

Applications should be submitted
through a U.S. academic institution.
Applicants should request support
under this notice for normal research
project costs as required to conduct
their proposed research activities, such
as part of the PI’s salary, graduate and/
or undergraduate students, post-doctoral
researchers, equipment and facilities,
and travel. However, no salary support
will be provided for other faculty
members or senior personnel.

Applicants who have submitted or
will be submitting similar grant
applications to other programs are
eligible for this notice, as long as the
details of the other submission are
contained in the grant application to
DOE. Applicants who have an NSF
CAREER award, or are applying for such
an award, are eligible for this notice.
Applicants do not have to be U.S.
citizens, and may be non-permanent
resident aliens or have an H1b visa.

Program Funding

It is anticipated that up to $2 million
will be available for up to twenty (20)
awards for exceptional applications in
Fiscal Year 2004, to meet the needs of
the program, contingent upon the
availability of appropriated funds. The
maximum support that can be requested
under this notice is $100,000 per year
for three years.

Multiple-year funding of grant awards
is expected, with funding provided on
an annual basis subject to the
availability of funds, progress of the
research, and programmatic needs. The
typical duration of these grants is three
years, and they will not normally be
renewed after the project period has
been completed. It is anticipated that at
the end of the grant period, grantees will
submit new grant applications to
continue their research to DOE or other
Federal funding agencies. We expect
that the awards will be announced and
the projects will begin in early summer
2004.

Merit Review

Applications will be subjected to
scientific merit review (peer review) and
will be evaluated against the following
evaluation criteria, which are listed in
descending order of importance as
codified at 10 CFR 605.10(d):

(1) Scientific and/or Technical Merit
of the Project;

(2) Appropriateness of the Proposed
Method or Approach;

(3) Competency of Applicant’s
Personnel and Adequacy of Proposed
Resources;

(4) Reasonableness and
Appropriateness of the Proposed
Budget.

The evaluation of applications under
item 1, Scientific and Technical Merit,
will pay attention to the responsiveness
of the proposed research to the
challenges of the MICS base research
programs in Applied Mathematics,
Collaboratory Research, Computer
Science, and Network Research.

It is expected that the application will
include involvement of graduate and/or
undergraduate students in the proposed
work.

Applicants are encouraged to
collaborate with DOE National
Laboratory researchers. The
collaborations may include one, or
more, extended visits to the laboratory
by the applicant each year. Such an
arrangement, if proposed, must be
clearly explained in the grant
application. Furthermore, a letter of
support from the DOE National
Laboratory collaborator(s) should be
included with the application. A list of

the DOE National Laboratories can be
found at: http://www.sc.doe.gov/sub/
lab_map/index.htm.

Grantees under the Early Career
Principal Investigator Program may
apply for access to high-performance
computing and network resources at
several National Laboratories. Such
resources include, but are not limited to,
the National Energy Research Scientific
Computing (NERSC) Center: http://
www.sc.doe.gov/ascr/mics/nersc/
index.html; the Advanced Computing
Research Testbeds http://
www.sc.doe.gov/ascr/mics/acrt/
index.html; the Energy Sciences
Network http://www.sc.doe.gov/ascr/
mics/esnet/index.html; and the High-
Performance Networking Research effort
at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory;
http://www.csm.ornl.gov/net.

The evaluation under item 2,
Appropriateness of the Proposed
Method or Approach, will consider the
quality of the proposed plan, if any, for
interacting with a DOE National
Laboratory.

Please note that external peer
reviewers are selected with regard to
both their scientific expertise in the
subject area of the grant application and
the absence of conflict-of-interest issues.
Non-federal reviewers will often be
used, and submission of an application
constitutes agreement that this is
acceptable to the investigator and the
submitting institution.

Submission Information

Each grant application submitted
should clearly indicate on which of the
four following components of the MICS
research portfolio the application is
focused: Applied Mathematical
Sciences Research, Collaboratory
Research, Computer Science Research,
or High-Performance Networks
Research.

The Project Description should be 20
pages or less, exclusive of the
bibliography and other attachments. It
must contain an abstract or project
summary on a separate page with the
name of the applicant, mailing address,
phone, Fax and E-mail listed, and a
short curriculum vita for the applicant.

To provide a consistent format for the
submission, review, and solicitation of
grant applications under this notice, the
preparation and submission of grant
applications must follow the guidelines
given in the Application Guide for the
Office of Science Financial Assistance
Program, 10 CFR part 605. Access to
SC’s Financial Assistance Application
Guide is possible via the World Wide
Web at: http://www.science.doe.gov/
production/grants/grants.html. DOE is
under no obligation to pay for any costs
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associated with the preparation or
submission of applications if an award
is not made.

(The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
number for this program is 81.049, and the
solicitation control number is ERFAP 10 CFR
part 605.)

Issued in Washington, DC, on November 3,
2003.
John Rodney Clark,
Associate Director of Science for Resource
Management.
[FR Doc. 03—28318 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Office of Science Financial Assistance
Program Notice DE-FG01-04ER04-03;
High-Performance Network Research:
Scientific Discovery Through
Advanced Computing (SciDAC) and
Mathematical, Informational, and
Computational Sciences (MICS)

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice inviting grant
applications.

SUMMARY: The Office of Advanced
Scientific Computing Research (OASCR)
of the Office of Science (SC), in the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), hereby
announces its interest in receiving grant
applications for projects in the high-
performance network research program.
Opportunities exist for research with a
primary focus on integrated
experimental networks to support high-
impact applications in the Scientific
Discovery through Advanced
Computing (SciDAC) program and for
ultra high-speed network technologies
under the Mathematical, Computational,
and Information Sciences (MICS)
Division. More specific information on
this solicitation is outlined in the
supplementary information section
below.

DATES: Potential applicants are strongly
encouraged to submit a brief
preapplication. All preapplications,
referencing Program Notice DE-FG01-
04ER04-03, should be received by DOE
by 4:30 p.m., e.s.t., December 15, 2003.
A response to the preapplications
encouraging or discouraging a formal
application generally will be
communicated to the applicant within
14 days of receipt. The deadline for
receipt of formal applications is 4:30
p.m., e.s.t., February 25, 2004, in order
to be accepted for merit review and to
permit timely consideration for award
in Fiscal Year 2004.

ADDRESSES: All preapplications
referencing Program Notice DE—
FG0104ER04-03, should be sent

electronically to Dr. Thomas D.
Ndousse, Mathematical, Informational,
and Computational Sciences Division,
Germantown Bldg./SC-31, Office of
Science, U.S. Department of Energy,
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20858—1290. Email:
tndousse@sc.doe.gov, Phone: 301-903—
9960, Fax: 301-903-7774.

The preapplications should consist of
two to three pages of narrative
describing the research objectives and
technical approach(es). Preapplications
will be reviewed relative to the scope
and research needs of the ASCR ultra
high-speed networks for high-end
scientific computing, as outlined in the
summary paragraph and in the
Supplementary Information. The
preapplication should identify, on the
cover sheet, the title of the project, the
institution, principal investigator name,
telephone, fax, and e-mail address. The
focus element (SciDAC or MICS) for the
preapplication should also be clearly
identified. A response to each
preapplication discussing the potential
programmatic relevance of a formal
application will be communicated to the
Principal Investigator within 7 to 14
days of receipt.

Formal applications in response to
this solicitation are to be electronically
submitted by an authorized institutional
business official through DOE’s Industry
Interactive Procurement System (IIPS)
at: http://e-center.doe.gov/. IIPS
provides for the posting of solicitations
and receipt of applications in a
paperless environment via the Internet.
In order to submit applications through
IIPS your business official will need to
register at the IIPS website. It is
suggested that this registration be
completed several days prior to the date
on which you plan to submit the formal
application. The Office of Science will
include attachments as part of this
notice that provide the appropriate
forms in PDF fillable format that are to
be submitted through IIPS. IIPS offers
the option of submitting multiple files—
please limit submissions to only one file
within the volume if possible, with a
maximum of no more than four files.
Color images should be submitted in
IIPS as a separate file in PDF format and
identified as such. These images should
be kept to a minimum due to the
limitations of reproducing them. They
should be numbered and referred to in
the body of the technical scientific
proposal as Color image 1, Color image
2, etc. Questions regarding the operation
of IIPS may be e-mailed to the ITPS Help
Desk at: helpdesk@pr.doe.gov or you
may call the help desk at: (800) 683—
0751. Further information on the use of
IIPS by the Office of Science is available

at: http://www.sc.doe.gov/production/
grants/grants.html.

If you are unable to submit the
application through IIPS, please contact
the Grants and Contracts Division,
Office of Science at: (301) 903—-5212 or
(301) 903-3604, in order to gain
assistance for submission through IIPS
or to receive special approval and
instruction on how to submit printed
applications.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Emerging
large-scale experiments in many areas of
science, such as high-energy physics,
nuclear physics, climate modeling,
biological sciences, etc., are anticipated
to generate up to several Petabytes of
data that will be transferred to
geographically distant terascale
computing facilities for analysis. The
problems of efficient transfer of
Petabyte-scale data, remote visualization
of the resulting analysis, remote access
to complex scientific instruments, and
efficient large-scale scientific
collaboration over today’s networks all
present serious technical challenges to
networking and science communities.
Addressing these challenges calls for a
new generation of highly scalable
transport mechanisms that can deliver
and sustain multi-Gbps to high-end
scientific applications; agile networking
technologies that will make bandwidth
on-demand possible; innovative scalable
cyber security systems that operate
efficiently and effectively at ultra high-
speed (10 Gbps and beyond); intelligent
network services that enable scientists
to use network infrastructures with ease.
These components are the critical
building blocks of a new generation of
ultra high-speed networks for DOE high-
impact science applications.

The design of ultra high-speed
networks that are effectively coupled
distributed high-impact science
applications is especially challenging
because existing widely-deployed, low-
speed network technologies do not
perform well at ultra high-speeds. For
example, transport protocols, such as
the TCP and UDP stacks, intrusion
detection systems, network interface
cards, network measurement tools,
firewalls, and the related middleware
perform poorly at ultra high-speed.

Research is needed to enhance the
performance of existing components
and in some cases to develop radically
new components that work effectively
and efficiently at ultra high-speed. In
addition, understanding how these
components can be integrated to
develop production-quality, ultra high-
speed networks that can deliver end-to-
end multi-Gigabits/sec to distributed
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scientific applications is of significant
importance.

These challenges will be addressed
through an integrated program that
emphasizes fundamental research and
experimental network engineering
activities designed to demonstrate the
capabilities of ultra high-speed
networks under realistic high-end
computing scenarios for accelerated
scientific discoveries. The integrated
experimental network pilots will be
supported under the SciDAC program
while the fundamental networking
research and development will be
supported under the MICS program.
More information on DOE networking
requirements for distributed high-end
application can be found in the
following workshop reports:

(1) DOE Science Networking
Challenges Workshop: Roadmap to
2008: http://www.es.net/hypertext/
welcome/pr/Roadmap/index.html,

(2) Office of Science High-
Performance Networking Planning
Workshop, http://
doecollaboratory.pnl.gov/meetings/
hpnpw/finalreprot/high-
impact_science.pdyf,

(3) Ultra High-Speed Transport
Protocols and Network Provisioning
Workshop: http://www.csm.ornl.gov/
ghpn/wk2003.

A. SciDAC Program: Integrated
Experimental Ultra High-Speed
Networks

Background

Beyond the scientific computing and
computational science research
embedded in DOE research programs,
SC invests in a portfolio of coordinated
research efforts directed at exploiting
the emerging capabilities of terascale
and petascale computing under the
collective title of Scientific Discovery
through Advanced Computing
(SciDAC). The research projects in the
SciDAC portfolio respond to the
extraordinary difficulties of realizing
sustained peak performance for those
scientific applications that require
terascale and petascale capabilities to
accomplish their research goals. In
recognition of these difficulties, the
SciDAC research projects are
collaborative efforts involving teams of
physical scientists, mathematicians,
computer scientists, and computational
scientists working on major software
and algorithm development for
problems in the core research programs
of SC. Research funded in the SciDAC
portfolio must address the
interdisciplinary problems inherent in
ultra-scale computing, problems that
cannot be addressed by a single

investigator or small group of
investigators.

This element high performance
networks, focuses on using the science
applications in the SciDAC portfolio to
test and validate the capabilities of ultra
high-speed networks. This effort is
designed to determine and demonstrate
how ultra high-speed networks, high
performance middleware, and high-end
science applications can be seamlessly
integrated to build a new generation
network environment for accelerating
scientific discoveries. All grant
applications submitted under this
element must have three distinct but
integrated components: the DOE
Science UltraNet test and/or the Energy
Science Network (ESnet), a set of
distributed high-end science SciDAC
application prototypes, and a suite of
high-performance middleware tools and
services to efficiently couple the high-
end science applications to the
underlying network. In addition,
projects in this effort must satisfy the
following requirements:

* It must address ultra high-speed
network capabilities and at least one or
more science applications of national
and international significance related to
DOE’s mission, and must have a high
visibility.

+ It must involve a distributed high-
impact science applications, preferably
previously funded SciDAC science
applications. A complete description of
the SciDAC program at: http://
www.osti.gov/scidac/.

» High-performance middleware or
grid technologies must be employed to
couple the selected applications to the
underlying high-speed network
infrastructures.

« It is expected that projects must use
the DOE Science UltraNet Testbed or
segment of high-performance networks,
such as ESnet with comparable
capabilities. Detailed information on the
DOE Science UltraNet testbed can be
obtained at: http://www.csm.ornl.gov/
ultranet, and that of ESnet at: http://
www.es.net.

Specific network capabilities to be
demonstrated in these experimental
network pilot projects may include but
are not limited to the following:

 Petabyte-scale data distribution
engineering—ultra high-speed data
transfers over very long distances using
enhanced TCP and non-TCP protocols,
SANs over wide-area networks, network
data caching, and dynamic network
provisioning network technology for on-
demand data transfers, etc. This effort
must include appropriate high-impact
science applications areas with
significant needs for very high-speed
data transfers.

* Network monitoring
infrastructure—a collection of scalable
network monitoring platforms,
strategically located at impact science
sites and in peering points. This
infrastructure must enable national and
international researchers to monitor the
end-end performance of networks,
diagnose faults, and predict network
performance at various layers of
abstraction including the application
layer. The target network environment
for this infrastructure should be the
DOE UltraNet testbed and/or a segment
of the Energy Sciences Network (ESnet)
which operates 10 Gbps and above.

» Cyber Security Infrastructure for
open science Communities—a
comprehensive cyber security
infrastructure for a community of
scientists that will enable them to
collaborate and share distributed
resources securely. The target science
community must have well-defined
shared resources and a collection of
appropriate middleware services and
policies to share them.

It is recommended that target science
applications and tools selected for the
above project be selected from current
SciDAC projects or projects that are
consistent with its vision. A complete
list of funded SciDAC projects can be
found at: http://www.osti.gov/scidac/
projects.

B. MICS—Base Program: Ultra High-
Speed Network Engineering

The MICS aspect of this solicitation
deals with research and development of
ultra high-speed network technologies
on a longer time horizon. It focuses
primarily on deployable network
transport protocols, advanced end-to-
end network services, network-aware
middleware, and end-to-end dynamics
provisioning technologies, all of which
must operate efficiently at ultra high-
speed (10 Gbps and beyond). The
specific technologies of current interest
include but are not limited to the
following:

 Ultra high-speed transport protocols
scalable transport protocol—stacks that
deliver and sustain multi-Gigabits/
second to high-end applications
efficiently on dedicated or shared
single/multiple ultra high-speed
channels. Such protocols could involve
the extension of the existing TCP stacks
or radical new non-TCP/IP approaches
that could interoperate with existing
network infrastructures.

* Dynamic provisioning
technologies—agile network
technologies to provide on-demand
optical channels, wavelength
scheduling, wavelength sharing, coarse-
grain QOS to diverse science
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communities. In addition, such
technologies must provide the
capability to establish packet-switched,
circuit-switched, or hybrid optical paths
dynamically from a pool of
wavelengths.

¢ Ultra high-speed cyber security
systems—scalable cyber security
systems, such as firewalls, intrusion
detection systems, authentication/
authorizations systems, and related
services that operate efficiently at ultra
high-speed.

 Ultra high-speed network
measurement and analysis—efficient
tools and techniques for diagnosing,
end-to-end performance prediction of
ultra high-speed network.

Applicants are encouraged to refer to
the final report of the DOE Science
Networking Challenge: Roadmap to
2008 found at: http://www.osti.gov/
scidac/projects.html for additional
information on SC networking
requirements.

Collaboration

Applicants are encouraged to
collaborate with researchers in other
institutions, such as: universities,
industry, non-profit organizations,
federal laboratories and Federally
Funded Research and Development
Centers (FFRDCs), including the DOE
National Laboratories, where
appropriate, and to include cost sharing
wherever feasible. Additional
information on collaboration is available
in the Application Guide for the Office
of Science Financial Assistance Program
that is available via the Internet at:
http://www.sc.doe.gov/production/
grants/Colab.html.

Program Funding

It is anticipated that up to $5 million
will be available for SciDAC and MICS
Programs; up to six to ten awards are
anticipated, contingent on availability of
appropriated funds in Fiscal Year 2004
and the size of the awards. Multiple
year funding is expected, also
contingent on availability of funds and
progress of the research.

Awards are expected to be at most
$1.2 million per year for experimental
ultra high-speed network research
projects. Awards for integrated
experimental ultra high-speed networks
research projects are expected to be at
most $1.2 million per year. Since
integrated experimental networking
projects are expected to be multi-
institution and multi-disciplinary
projects, awards under this notice
would range from $150,000 to $500,000
for participation in an experimental
networks project per participating
project. Awards for ultra high-speed

networking engineering will range from
$150,000 to $300,000 per year for each
single investigator. The funding period
for all projects will range from two to
three years subject to availability of
funds. Grant applications funded under
these programs will be handled as
cooperative agreements.

Merit Review

Applications will be subjected to
scientific merit review (peer review) and
will be evaluated against the following
evaluation criteria, which are listed in
descending order of importance codified
at 10 CFR 605.10(d):

(1) Scientific and/or Technical Merit
of the Project,

(2) Appropriateness of the Proposed
Method or Approach,

(3) Competency of Applicant’s
Personnel and Adequacy of Proposed
Resources,

(4) Reasonableness and
Appropriateness of the Proposed
Budget.

The evaluation under item 1,
Scientific and/or Technical Merit of the
Project, will also consider the following
elements:

(a) The potential of the proposed
project to make a significant impact to
distributed Petabytes-scale distributed
data archives and other high-end
science applications.

(b) The extent to which the results of
the project are extensible operational
production high-performance networks,
such as ESnet.

(c) The degree ultra high-speed
networking technologies can inter-
operate with existing networking
technologies.

The evaluation under item 2,
Appropriateness of the Proposed
Method or Approach, will also consider
the following elements:

(a) The degree to which the project
adheres to the management philosophy
of incorporating science applications
into the project execution.

(b) The quality of the plan for
ensuring interoperability and
integration with related network
environment software produced by
other MICS and SciDAC efforts.

(c) The extent to which the project
incorporates broad community
(industry/academia/other federal
programs) interaction.

(d) Quality and clarity of proposed
work schedule and deliverables.

(e) Use of recent advances in optical
network technologies, such as GMPLS
to support distributed high-end
applications.

The evaluation will include program
policy factors, such as the relevance of
the proposed research to the terms of

the announcement and the agency’s
programmatic needs. Note: External
peer reviewers are selected with regard
to both their scientific expertise and the
absence of conflict-of-interest issues.
Non-federal reviewers will often be
used, and submission of an application
constitutes agreement that this is
acceptable to the investigator(s) and the
submitting institution.

Submission Information

The Project Description must be 20
pages or less, exclusive of attachments.
It must contain an abstract or project
summary on a separate page with the
name of the applicant, mailing address,
phone, FAX and email listed. The
application must include letters of
intent from collaborators (briefly
describing the intended contribution of
each to the research), and short
curriculum vitaes for the applicant and
any co-Pls.

Applicants must disclose all
information on their current and
pending grants. To provide a consistent
format for the submission, review and
solicitation of grant applications
submitted under this notice, the
preparation and submission of grant
applications must follow the guidelines
given in the Application Guide for the
Office of Science Financial Assistance
Program, 10 CFR Part 605. Access to
SC’s Financial Assistance Application
Guide is possible via the World Wide
Web at: http://www.science.doe.gov/
production/grants/grants.html. DOE is
under no obligation to pay for any costs
associated with the preparation or
submission of applications if an award
is not made.

The Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance number for this program is

81.049, and the solicitation control number is
ERFAP 10 CFR Part 605.

Issued in Washington, DC on November 3,
2003.

John Rodney Clark,

Associate Director of Science for Resource
Management.

[FR Doc. 03—28315 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 6450-01—P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
International Energy Agency Meeting

Notice of Meeting

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The Industry Advisory Board
to the International Energy Agency (IEA)
will meet on November 19, 2003, at the
headquarters of the IEA in Paris, France
in connection with a meeting of the



64098

Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 218/ Wednesday, November 12, 2003/ Notices

IEA’s Standing Group on Emergency
Questions.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Samuel M. Bradley, Assistant General
Counsel for International and National
Security Programs, Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, 202—-586—
6738.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In
accordance with section 252(c)(1)(A)(@1)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (42 U.S.C. 6272(c)(1)(A)(i)) (EPCA),
the following notice of meeting is
provided:

A meeting of the Industry Advisory
Board (IAB) to the International Energy
Agency (IEA) will be held at the
headquarters of the IEA, 9, rue de la
Fédération, Paris, France, on November
19, 2003, beginning at 2 p.m. The
purpose of this notice is to permit
attendance by representatives of U.S.
company members of the IAB at a
meeting of the IEA’s Standing Group on
Emergency Questions (SEQ), which is
scheduled to be held at the IEA on
November 19, beginning at 3 p.m. and
continuing on November 20, beginning
at 9:30 a.m., including a preparatory
encounter among company
representatives from approximately 2
p.m. to 3 p.m. on November 19.

The agenda for the preparatory
encounter among company
representatives is a review of the SEQ’s
meeting agenda. The agenda of the SEQ
meeting is under the control of the SEQ.
It is expected that the SEQ will adopt
the following agenda:

1. Adoption of the Agenda
2. Approval of the Summary Record of
the 108th Meeting
3. Program of Work 2003—-2004
—Review of SEQ Activities 2003—
2004
—Projects for Surplus Publication
Revenues
—First Steps Toward Emergency
Response Exercise 3

4. Update on Compliance with
International Energy Program
Stockholding Commitments

—Reports by Non-Complying Member
Countries

5. The Current Oil Market Situation

6. Report on the IEA Berlin Seminar on
0il Stocks and New Challenges to
the Oil Market

7. Oil Stocks and the Oil Market

8. Report on Current Activities of the
IAB

9. Other Policy and Legislative
Developments in Member Countries

10. Other Emergency Response
Activities

11. Recent Oil Developments in Iraq

12. World Energy Investment Outlook to
2030: Key Trends and Uncertainties
13. Activities with Non-Member
Countries and International
Organizations
—Workshop on ASEAN 0il Security
and Emergency Preparedness
—Joint Qil Data Initiative (JODI),
Cairo, October 8-9, 2003
—Trends and the IEA Role in
Emergency Stockholding in Non-
Member Countries
—Stockbuilding Workshop in India,
January 20, 2004
—IEA and EU Stockholding
Obligations
14. Emergency Response Reviews of IEA
Member and Candidate Countries
—Revised Schedule of Emergency
Response Reviews for 2003—-2004
15. Other Documents for Information
—Emergency Reserve Situation of IEA
Member Countries on July 1, 2003
—Emergency Reserve Situation of IEA
Candidate Countries on July 1, 2003
—Monthly Oil Statistics: August 2003
—Base Period Final Consumption:
3Q2002-1Q2003
—~Quarterly Oil Forecast: 4Q2003
—Panel of Arbitrators: Korean
representation
—Update of Emergency Contacts List
16. Other Business

—Dates of Next Meetings: March 16—
18, 2004, June 23-24, 2004, October
25-29, 2004

As provided in section 252(c)(1)(A)(ii)

of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (42 U.S.C. 6272(c)(1)(A)(i1)), this
meeting is open only to representatives
of members of the IAB and their
counsel; representatives of members of
the SEQ; representatives of the
Departments of Energy, Justice, and
State, the Federal Trade Commission,
the General Accounting Office,
Committees of Congress, the IEA, and
the European Commission; and invitees
of the IAB, the SEQ, or the IEA.

Issued in Washington, DC, November 4,

2003.

Samuel M. Bradley,

Assistant General Counsel for International
and National Security Programs.

[FR Doc. 03—28317 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Proposed Procedures for Distribution
of Remaining Crude Oil Overcharge
Refunds

AGENCY: Office of Hearings and Appeals,
Department of Energy.

ACTION: Notice of proposed procedures
for distribution of remaining crude oil

overcharge refunds and opportunity for
comment.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy
(DOE) Office of Hearings and Appeals
(OHA) announces, in this notice,
proposed procedures for making the
final round of payments to successful
claimants in the crude oil overcharge
refund proceeding. In May 2003, the
United States District Court for the
District of Columbia issued a decision in
Consolidated Edison Company of New
York v. Abraham, No.
CIV.A.1:01CV00548 (D.D.C. May 9,
2003) (Westlaw, 2003 WL 21692698),
appeal docketed, No. 03—1498 (Fed.
Cir.), which, inter alia, rendered a
declaratory judgment that successful
claimants are entitled to a distribution
of the entire remaining amount of crude
oil overcharges reserved for direct
restitution, “insofar as practicable.”
OHA will therefore make a final
distribution in the long-standing crude
oil refund proceeding.

DATES: Comments may be filed by
January 12, 2004.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
addressed to: Crude Oil Refund
Proceeding, Office of Hearings and
Appeals, Department of Energy,
Washington, DC 20585-1615, and
submitted electronically to
crudeoilrefunds@hq.doe.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tami L. Kelly, Secretary, or Thomas O.
Mann, Deputy Director, Office of
Hearings and Appeals, Department of
Energy; telephone: 202-287-1449, e-
mail: tami.kelly@hq.doe.gov,
thomas.mann@hgq.doe.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

Over two decades ago—during the
period August 1973 through January
1981—federal regulations governed the
pricing and allocation of domestic crude
oil and refined petroleum product (“the
controls period”’). During this controls
period and for some time afterwards,
DOE took enforcement actions against
firms for violating those regulations. As
a result of those actions, firms in the
petroleum industry remitted several
billion dollars in crude oil overcharges
to DOE.

The largest court proceeding
involving crude oil overcharges was
multidistrict litigation over the pricing
of crude oil produced from low-output
“stripper wells.”” Once the existence of
overcharges was established, a federal
district court considered the issue of
how those funds should be distributed
in order to make restitution to injured
parties. In Re The Department of Energy
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Stripper Well Exemption Litigation, 578
F. Supp. 586 (D. Kan. 1983). Groups at
each level of distribution claimed they
were injured by the overcharges,
including refiners, resellers, retailers,
larger consumers, and state governments
representing their citizens. The court
referred the issue of who was injured by
crude oil overcharges and in what
amount to OHA, which conducted
hearings and issued a report. OHA
Report on Stripper Well Oil
Overcharges, 6 CCH Fed. Energy
Guidelines q90,507.

In 1986, the Stripper Well litigation
was settled by an agreement that
provided for the distribution of existing
crude oil overcharge funds, as well as
those received in the future. Stripper
Well Settlement Agreement, 6 CCH Fed.
Energy Guidelines {90,649. The court
approved the settlement agreement, In
Re Stripper Well Exemption Litigation,
653 F. Supp. 108 (D. Kan 1986), and
DOE issued a Modified Statement of
Restitutionary Policy to authorize the
distribution of these refunds. Statement
of Modified Restitutionary Policy in
Crude Oil Cases, 51 FR 27899 (1986).
Congress, in subsequent legislation
concerning refunds, expressly
recognized the agreement and excluded
from the legislation funds subject to the
agreement. Petroleum Overcharge
Distribution and Restitution Act of 1986
(“PODRA”), 15 U.S.C. 4502(a)(2).

The agreement divided the crude oil
overcharge funds among escrows
established for various types of
claimants as well as the States and
Federal Government. By choosing to
receive a refund from one of the
escrows, a claimant became a party to
the agreement, and waived the right to
request any future crude oil overcharge
refunds. The agreement included
escrows for various types of end-user
claimants. Over 2,000 firms received
refunds from those escrows and waived
the right to future crude oil overcharge
refunds.

The agreement provided that OHA
could initially reserve up to 20 percent
of the crude oil overcharge funds for
refunds to claimants who demonstrated
injury under DOE procedural
regulations in 10 CFR part 205, subpart
V. Agreement §IV.B.6, 6 Fed. Energy
Guidelines at 90,664—65. The agreement
provided that the remaining amount (at
least 80 percent of the total funds)
would be divided equally between the
States and DOE for indirect restitution.
The agreement further provided that if
OHA did not refund all of the amount
in the initial reserve, the balance of the
reserve would be divided equally
between the States and DOE for indirect
restitution. Finally, the agreement

provided that the States must use the
funds to make indirect restitution
through programs designed to benefit
injured consumers of refined petroleum
products, including programs: (1)
Approved by OHA, (2) listed in a 1981
DOE consent order, or (3) set forth in
specified energy conservation statutes.

During the period 1987 through 1995,
non-waiving injured parties were
allowed to file crude oil overcharge
refund applications with OHA. Notice
Explaining Procedures for Processing
Refund Applications in Crude Oil
Refund Proceedings Under 10 CFR part
205, subpart V, 52 FR 11737; 7 DOE
(CCH) 190,512 (April 10, 1987) (“the
1987 Notice”). Even as OHA processed
these applications, DOE continued to
collect crude oil overcharge funds and
refer them to OHA for distribution. Each
time OHA received crude oil overcharge
funds for distribution, we issued an
order providing for an initial reserve of
20 percent of the funds for refund
claimants, which was held in a
claimants’ account. See, e.g., OXY USA,
Inc., 25 DOE q 85,087 (1996). OHA
ordered that the remaining 80 percent of
the funds be deposited in equal shares
in a States’ account and a DOE account,
and OHA periodically directed the
transfer of funds to the States for
indirect restitution. See, e.g., State
Escrow Distribution, 6 Fed. Energy
Guidelines {85,001 (2000). Over the last
16 years, OHA has refunded more than
$600 million in direct restitution to
86,000 successful claimants through the
Subpart V process. The total volume of
petroleum products which formed the
basis for these refunds approaches 400
billion gallons, approximately 20
percent of the total 2,020,997,335,000
gallons of refined petroleum products
consumed in the United States during
the controls period (August 22, 1973
through January 21, 1981).

The successful claimants were almost
exclusively end-users and are quite
diverse. They include utilities and
cooperatives; federal, state and local
governmental entities that purchased
petroleum products for their operations;
transportation companies (air, water,
rail, and truck); manufacturers; and
farmers. The following entities comprise
approximately 50 percent of the total
approved volume: utilities and
cooperatives (29 percent); the Defense
Logistics Agency (a federal government
agency) (11 percent); state and local
governments (6 percent); and foreign
companies (about 4 percent).

During the first “round” of crude oil
refunds, OHA paid successful claimants
at a volumetric refund amount of $.0002
per gallon of petroleum products
purchased. OHA subsequently raised

the volumetric twice. In 1989, OHA
increased the cumulative volumetric to
$.0008 per gallon, and issued
supplemental refund checks to
successful claimants who had been paid
the lower $.0002 rate. See Crude Oil
Supplemental Refund Distribution, 18
DOE {85,878 (1989). In 1995, OHA
raised the cumulative volumetric to
$.0016 per gallon, and notified
successful claimants that had been paid
at the lower rate that they could file for
a supplemental refund.

During the 1989 round of
supplemental refunds, a significant
number of checks issued to successful
claimants were returned uncashed to
OHA. OHA found that many successful
claimants had undergone changes in
address, and failed to inform OHA of
their address changes, as required by the
terms of the orders granting their
original refunds. When checks were
returned, OHA was able to get new
mailing addresses for many of these
successful claimants and issue new
checks to them, but this task consumed
considerable time and resources to
accomplish.

In 1995, OHA did not approve the
immediate mailing of supplemental
refund checks as it had in 1989, based
on the difficulties we experienced
during the 1989 round. Issuance of
Supplemental Refund Checks in Special
Refund Proceeding Involving Crude Oil
Overcharge Refunds, 60 FR 15562
(1995). Instead, OHA notified successful
claimants (by mailing notice to the
address listed in the database) that they
could file for the supplemental refund.
In addition, OHA elected not to give
direct notice to the 21,000 successful
claimants whose refunds were $50 or
less. OHA concluded that the cost and
administrative burden of mailing was
not justified given the small amount of
the refunds and likely changes in status
and address. Nevertheless, all successful
claimants were able to request and
receive supplemental refunds. OHA’s
processing of the requests also
confirmed that many successful
applicants had undergone changes in
status that affected their right to receive
a supplemental refund. Examples of
changes in status that might affect the
right to a refund included the
acquisition, sale, or liquidation of
business entities, the merger or creation
of school districts, and the divorce or
death of individuals.

In 1999, OHA set a January 2000
deadline for successful claimants to
request the supplemental refund
payment authorized in 1995.
Announcement of Final Deadline to
Request Supplemental Payment, 64 FR
19998 (1999). The deadline did not
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apply to small claimants, so they have
been eligible to date to request a
supplemental refund up to the
cumulative $.0016 volumetric amount.
OHA has now completed processing all
original crude oil overcharge refund
applications and all pending requests
for the 1995 supplemental payment.
With the completion of all original and
supplemental refund requests,
approximately $262 million will remain
in the reserve for refund claimants.
OHA does not expect to receive any
significant additional crude oil
overcharge funds.

In May 2003, the United States
District Court for the District of
Columbia issued a declaratory judgment
in Consolidated Edison Company of
New York v. Abraham, supra, which led
OHA to establish procedures for making
a final distribution of the entire amount
remaining in the 20 percent reserve for
successful crude oil refund claimants,
“insofar as practicable.” Slip. op. at 14.

The volumetric amount for the final
crude oil refund payment will be
calculated by dividing the entire
amount remaining in the claimants’
reserve, approximately $262 million
(“the numerator”), by the total number
of gallons purchased by successful
claimants, approximately 390 billion
gallons (“the denominator”), yielding a
volumetric of $.00067. This method of
calculating the volumetric refund is
consistent with OHA’s historic practice
in the 1995 supplemental refund, and it
is intended to distribute the entire
amount remaining in the 20 percent
reserve for successful crude oil refund
claimants, “insofar as practicable,” as
envisioned by the court in Consolidated
Edison Company of New York v.
Abraham, supra.

When the initial volumetric refund
amount was set in the 1987 Notice,
OHA used the “full parity” method to
place claimants seeking refunds under
Subpart V on a par with the parties who
could get immediate refunds under one
of the several escrows established under
the Stripper Well settlement agreement.
Notice Explaining Procedures for
Processing Refund Applications in
Crude Oil Refund Proceedings Under 10
CFR part 205, subpart V, supra. To get
an immediate refund from a Stripper
Well escrow, a claimant had to waive
the right to future refunds under subpart
V. As explained in the 1987 Notice, the
full parity method counted in the
numerator of the volumetric calculation
a portion of the moneys in the Stripper
Well litigation, even though that amount
of overcharges was not yet available for
distribution to subpart V claimants as
part of the 20 percent reserve. This
reflected DOE’s estimate that substantial

additional crude oil overcharges would
be collected in future settlements, and
gave potential claimants a more realistic
idea of the refunds they could expect to
receive under Subpart V.

OHA has consistently adhered to the
principle established in the Stripper
Well settlement agreement, the
Modified Statement of Restitutionary
Policy, and the 1987 Notice, that the
volumetric refunds actually paid to
successful claimants were limited by the
20 percent ceiling placed on the
claimants’ reserve. Thus, while the 1987
Notice established the initial volumetric
refund at $.0008, successful claimants
were paid at the rate of $.0002 per
gallon until that amount could be
increased by $.0006 per gallon in 1989,
as additional crude oil overcharges were
collected by DOE, to reach the
cumulative refund amount of $.0008.
For the supplemental refund payment
authorized by OHA in 1995, the
volumetric was calculated by dividing
the dollar amount of crude oil
overcharges in the 20 percent reserve
then available for distribution by the
approved gallons of refined petroleum
products purchased by successful
claimants in the United States during
the controls period. This resulted in the
total cumulative refund amount of
$.0016 per gallon paid to date. With the
final distribution proposed in this
Notice, the cumulative refund amount
will increase to $.00227 per gallon.

OHA will try to distribute the entire
amount of the 20 percent reserve.
However, since not every successful
applicant will apply for this final refund
payment, some money will remain
undistributed. Under the Stripper Well
settlement agreement, any amount that
remains in the claimants’ account at the
conclusion of this final round of crude
oil refunds should be divided evenly
between the States and the Federal
Government for indirect restitution.

II. Proposed Procedure for Final
Distribution of Crude Oil Refunds

In deciding how to make the final
crude oil refund distribution, OHA’s
experience gained during the past 16
years will be invaluable. For example,
OHA will mail notice of the final refund
distribution to successful claimants, and
we intend to use the extensive database
developed during the crude oil refund
proceeding as the basis for the initial
mailing. However, some changes are
warranted in the process OHA will use
for this final refund distribution. Eight
years have passed since 1995 when the
second round of supplemental refunds
was authorized. The passage of
additional time means that successful
claimants have undergone even more

changes in status and address than we
encountered in the two prior rounds of
supplemental refunds. Although OHA
decisions granting refunds ordered
successful claimants to report address
changes to OHA, experience teaches
that many have not, and the information
in our database, although the best
available, has become somewhat
outdated. We need to verify the
information about status and address
before disbursing final refunds to
individual claimants.

Fortunately, information technology,
particularly the Internet and the World
Wide Web, is now available to a greater
number of claimants since OHA last
made supplemental crude oil refund
payments in 1995. Thus OHA proposes
to augment the normal paper
application process by developing an
online application system that will
make it easier for many claimants to
request a final supplemental crude oil
refund payment. OHA will use
appropriate safeguards to prevent fraud.
Filing services represented many
successful claimants in the crude oil
refund proceeding. In addition to
notifying claimants, OHA will mail
notice to the filing services at the
commencement of the final crude oil
refund distribution. For simplicity, final
refund checks will be made payable to,
and mailed to, the applicant.

OHA will follow the practice used for
distributing the 1995 supplemental
crude oil refund, and not give direct
notice to the smallest successful
claimants. In 1995, we did not mail
notice to claimants whose supplemental
refund payments would be less than
$50. For the final crude oil refund, we
will not mail notice to claimants whose
final payments would be less than $250.
We continue to believe that the cost and
administrative burden of mailing
information to these claimants is not
justified given the small amount of the
refunds. As with the 1995 supplemental
refund payment, however, we will
accept applications from all successful
claimants, as long as they are filed
within the 180-day application period.
Section 205.286(b) of the subpart V
regulations states that OHA may decline
to consider applications for refund
amounts that are too small to warrant
individual consideration, in view of the
costs involved. Although OHA never
established a floor amount for crude oil
refunds, in refund cases involving
overcharges on refined petroleum
products OHA conducted under
PODRA, it was standard practice to
exclude small claims altogether. Cf.
Exxon Corp., 17 DOE {85,590 (1988). In
our view, the proposed treatment of
smaller claimants in the final
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distribution of crude oil refunds
represents a reasonable compromise
between costs to the government and
potential benefits to the claimants.

Additional limitations will be
necessary in the final round of crude
refunds. All successful claimants have
already had extensive opportunities
over many years to establish their
respective purchase volumes of refined
petroleum products, which form the
bases for their respective refunds. There
will be no further opportunities to
revise volumes during the final
distribution. Furthermore, the period
within which to apply for the final
round of refund payments will be
strictly limited to 180 days. No
extensions of time will be granted, and
no late applications will be accepted.
No new-applications will be accepted—
the final crude oil refund payment is
available only to successful claimants.
After 16 years, it is important to bring
this proceeding to a conclusion.

OHA seeks comments on these
proposed procedures. Interested parties
should send comments to the address
shown on the present Notice. After OHA
considers the comments received, we
will issue a final Notice that will
explain how successful claimants can
apply for a final crude oil refund
payment. The final Notice will be
published in the Federal Register, and
it will be available on the OHA Web
site, http://www.oha.doe.gov/.

Issued in Washington, DC on November 5,
2003.

George B. Breznay,

Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals.
[FR Doc. 03—28316 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP-2003-0359; FRL-7333-5]

Ace Info Solutions, Inc. and AMS;
Transfer of Data

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency(EPA).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces that
pesticide related information submitted
to EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs
(OPP) pursuant to the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) and the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), including
information that may have been claimed
as Confidential Business Information
(CBI) by the submitter, will be
transferred to Ace Info Solutions, Inc.,
and its subcontractor, AMS, in

accordance with 40 CFR 2.307(h)(3) and
2.308(i)(2). Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and
its subcontractor, AMS, have been
awarded a contract to perform work for
OPP, and access to this information will
enable Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, to fulfill the
obligations of the contract.

DATES: Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, will be given
access to this information on or before
November 17, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Erik
R. Johnson, FIFRA Security Officer,
Information Resources and Services
Division (7502C), Office of Pesticide
Programs, Environmental Protection
Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC 20460—0001; telephone

number: (703) 305—7248; e-mail address:

johnson.erik@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. General Information

A. Does this Action Apply to Me?

This action applies to the public in
general. As such, the Agency has not
attempted to describe all the specific
entities that may be affected by this
action. If you have any questions
regarding the applicability of this action
to a particular entity, consult the person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT.

B. How Can I Get Copies of this
Document and Other Related
Information?

1. Docket. EPA has established an
official public docket for this action
under docket identification (ID) number
OPP-2003-0359. The official public
docket consists of the documents
specifically referenced in this action,
any public comments received, and
other information related to this action.
Although a part of the official docket,
the public docket does not include
Confidential Business Information (CBI)
or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. The official public
docket is the collection of materials that
is available for public viewing at the
Public Information and Records
Integrity Branch (PIRIB), Rm. 119,
Crystal Mall #2, 1921 Jefferson Davis
Hwy., Arlington, VA. This docket
facility is open from 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The docket telephone number
is (703) 305-5805.

2. Electronic access. You may access
this Federal Register document
electronically through the EPA Internet
underthe “Federal Register” listings at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

An electronic version of the public
docket is available through EPA’s

electronic public docket and comment
system, EPA Dockets. You may use EPA
Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/edocket/
to submit or view public comments,
access the index listing of the contents
of the official public docket, and to
access those documents in the public
docket that are available electronically.
Although not all docket materials may
be available electronically, you may still
access any of the publicly available
docket materials through the docket
facility identified in Unit I.B.1. Once in
the system, select “search,” then key in
the appropriate docket ID number.

II. Contractor Requirements

Under Contract No. 68—W—-03-050,
Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, will perform
ongoing maintenance for Lotus Notes
and Domino production applications.
Duties include regular and ongoing:

* Responses to automated reports of
errors to correct systemic design flaws
which make an application inconsistent
with organizational “look and feel”
standards.

* Responses to written requests by
the Work Assignment Manager.

e Technical advise.

* Update of existing documentation
(most notably operational code) must be
clearly and thoroughly documented.

* Develop a “look and feel” (user
interface) standard for all OPP
applications.

The OPP has determined that access
by Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, to information on
all pesticide chemicals is necessary for
the performance of this contract.

Some of this information may be
entitled to confidential treatment. The
information has been submitted to EPA
under sections 3, 4, 6, and 7 of FIFRA,
and under sections 408 and 409 of
FFDCA.

In accordance with the requirements
of 40 CFR 2.307(h)(2), the contract with
Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, prohibits use of the
information for any purpose not
specified in the contract; prohibits
disclosure of the information to a third
party without prior written approval
from the Agency; and requires that each
official and employee of the contractor
sign an agreement to protect the
information from unauthorized release
and to handle it in accordance with the
FIFRA Information Security Manual. In
addition, Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and
its subcontractor, AMS, are required to
submit for EPA approval a security plan
under which any CBI will be secured
and protected against unauthorized
release or compromise. No information
will be provided to Ace Info Solutions,
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Inc., and its subcontractor, AMS, until
the requirements in this document have
been fully satisfied. Records of
information provided to Ace Info
Solutions, Inc., and its subcontractor,
AMS, will be maintained by EPA Project
Officers for this contract. All
information supplied to Ace Info
Solutions, Inc., and its subcontractor,
AMS, by EPA for use in connection with
this contract will be returned to EPA
when Ace Info Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, AMS, have completed
their work.

List of Subjects

Environmental protection, Business
and industry, Government contracts,
Government property, Security
measures.

Dated: October 30, 2003.

Arnold E. Layne,

Director, Information Resources and Services
Division, Office of Pesticide Programs.

[FR Doc. 03—28108 Filed 11-10-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-S

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP-2002-0039; FRL-7333-4]

Cyprodinil; Notice of Filing a Pesticide
Petition to Establish a Tolerance for a
Certain Pesticide Chemical in or on
Food

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
initial filing of a pesticide petition
proposing the establishment of
regulations for residues of a certain
pesticide chemical in or on various food
commodities.

DATES: Comments, identified by docket
identification (ID) number OPP-2002—
0039, must be received on or before
December 12, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted electronically, by mail, or
through hand delivery/courier. Follow
the detailed instructions as provided in
Unit I. of the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Shaja R. Brothers, Registration Division
(7505C), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 20460-0001; telephone number:
(703) 308—3194; e-mail address:
brothers.shaja@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. General Information

A. Does this Action Apply to Me?

You may be potentially affected by
this action if you are an agricultural
producer, food manufacturer, or
pesticide manufacturer. Potentially
affected entities may include, but are
not limited to:

* Crop production (NAICS 111)

* Animal production (NAICS 112)

* Food manufacturing (NAICS 311)

* Pesticide manufacturing (NAICS
32532)

This listing is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
affected by this action. Other types of
entities not listed in this unit could also
be affected. The North American
Industrial Classification System
(NAICS) codes have been provided to
assist you and others in determining
whether this action might apply to
certain entities. If you have any
questions regarding the applicability of
this action to a particular entity, consult
the person listed under FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT.

B. How Can I Get Copies of this
Document and Other Related
Information?

1. Docket. EPA has established an
official public docket for this action
under docket ID number OPP-2002—
0039. The official public docket consists
of the documents specifically referenced
in this action, any public comments
received, and other information related
to this action. Although a part of the
official docket, the public docket does
not include Confidential Business
Information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
The official public docket is the
collection of materials that is available
for public viewing at the Public
Information and Records Integrity
Branch (PIRIB), Rm. 119, Crystal Mall
#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis Hwy.,
Arlington, VA. This docket facility is
open from 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The docket telephone number
is (703) 305-5805.

2. Electronic access. You may access
this Federal Register document
electronically through EPA’s Internet
under the “Federal Register” listings at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

An electronic version of the public
docket is available through EPA’s
electronic public docket and comment
system, EPA Dockets. You may use EPA
Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/edocket/
to submit or view public comments,
access the index listing of the contents
of the official public docket, and to

access those documents in the public
docket that are available electronically.
Although not all docket materials may
be available electronically, you may still
access any of the publicly available
docket materials through the docket
facility identified in Unit I.B.1. Once in
the system, select “search,” then key in
the appropriate docket ID number.

Certain types of information will not
be placed in EPA’s Dockets. Information
claimed as CBI and other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute,
which is not included in the official
public docket, will not be available for
public viewing in EPA’s electronic
public docket. EPA’s policy is that
copyrighted material will not be placed
in EPA’s electronic public docket but
will be available only in printed, paper
form in the official public docket. To the
extent feasible, publicly available
docket materials will be made available
in EPA’s electronic public docket. When
a document is selected from the index
list in EPA Dockets, the system will
identify whether the document is
available for viewing in EPA’s electronic
public docket. Although not all docket
materials may be available
electronically, you may still access any
of the publicly available docket
materials through the docket facility
identified in Unit I.B. EPA intends to
work towards providing electronic
access to all of the publicly available
docket materials through EPA’s
electronic public docket.

For public commenters, it is
important to note that EPA’s policy is
that public comments, whether
submitted electronically or in paper,
will be made available for public
viewing in EPA’s electronic public
docket as EPA receives them and
without change, unless the comment
contains copyrighted material, CBI, or
other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. When EPA
identifies a comment containing
copyrighted material, EPA will provide
a reference to that material in the
version of the comment that is placed in
EPA'’s electronic public docket. The
entire printed comment, including the
copyrighted material, will be available
in the public docket.

Public comments submitted on
computer disks that are mailed or
delivered to the docket will be
transferred to EPA’s electronic public
docket. Public comments that are
mailed or delivered to the docket will be
scanned and placed in EPA’s electronic
public docket. Where practical, physical
objects will be photographed, and the
photograph will be placed in EPA’s
electronic public docket along with a
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brief description written by the docket
staff.

C. How and to Whom Do I Submit
Comments?

You may submit comments
electronically, by mail, or through hand
delivery/courier. To ensure proper
receipt by EPA, identify the appropriate
docket ID number in the subject line on
the first page of your comment. Please
ensure that your comments are
submitted within the specified comment
period. Comments received after the
close of the comment period will be
marked “late.” EPA is not required to
consider these late comments. If you
wish to submit CBI or information that
is otherwise protected by statute, please
follow the instructions in Unit I.D. Do
not use EPA Dockets or e-mail to submit
CBI or information protected by statute.

1. Electronically. If you submit an
electronic comment as prescribed in this
unit, EPA recommends that you include
your name, mailing address, and an e-
mail address or other contact
information in the body of your
comment. Also include this contact
information on the outside of any disk
or CD ROM you submit, and in any
cover letter accompanying the disk or
CD ROM. This ensures that you can be
identified as the submitter of the
comment and allows EPA to contact you
in case EPA cannot read your comment
due to technical difficulties or needs
further information on the substance of
your comment. EPA’s policy is that EPA
will not edit your comment, and any
identifying or contact information
provided in the body of a comment will
be included as part of the comment that
is placed in the official public docket,
and made available in EPA’s electronic
public docket. If EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
EPA may not be able to consider your
comment.

i. EPA Dockets. Your use of EPA’s
electronic public docket to submit
comments to EPA electronically is
EPA’s preferred method for receiving
comments. Go directly to EPA Dockets
at http://www.epa.gov/edocket, and
follow the online instructions for
submitting comments. Once in the
system, select “search,” and then key in
docket ID number OPP-2002-0039. The
system is an ‘“‘anonymous access”’
system, which means EPA will not
know your identity, e-mail address, or
other contact information unless you
provide it in the body of your comment.

ii. E-mail. Comments may be sent by
e-mail to opp-docket@epa.gov,
Attention: Docket ID Number OPP—
2002—0039. In contrast to EPA’s

electronic public docket, EPA’s e-mail
system is not an ‘“anonymous access”’
system. If you send an e-mail comment
directly to the docket without going
through EPA’s electronic public docket,
EPA’s e-mail system automatically
captures your e-mail address. E-mail
addresses that are automatically
captured by EPA’s e-mail system are
included as part of the comment that is
placed in the official public docket, and
made available in EPA’s electronic
public docket.

iii. Disk or CD ROM. You may submit
comments on a disk or CD ROM that
you mail to the mailing address
identified in Unit I.C.2. These electronic
submissions will be accepted in
WordPerfect or ASCII file format. Avoid
the use of special characters and any
form of encryption.

2. By mail. Send your comments to:
Public Information and Records
Integrity Branch (PIRIB) (7502C), Office
of Pesticide Programs (OPP),
Environmental Protection Agency, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 20460-0001, Attention: Docket ID
Number OPP-2002—-0039.

3. By hand delivery or courier. Deliver
your comments to: Public Information
and Records Integrity Branch (PIRIB),
Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP),
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
119, Crystal Mall #2, 1921 Jefferson
Davis Hwy., Arlington, VA, Attention:
Docket ID Number OPP-2002-0039.
Such deliveries are only accepted
during the docket’s normal hours of
operation as identified in Unit I.B.1.

D. How Should I Submit CBI to the
Agency?

Do not submit information that you
consider to be CBI electronically
through EPA’s electronic public docket
or by e-mail. You may claim
information that you submit to EPA as
CBI by marking any part or all of that
information as CBI (if you submit CBI
on disk or CD ROM, mark the outside
of the disk or CD ROM as CBI and then
identify electronically within the disk or
CD ROM the specific information that is
CBI). Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.

In addition to one complete version of
the comment that includes any
information claimed as CBI, a copy of
the comment that does not contain the
information claimed as CBI must be
submitted for inclusion in the public
docket and EPA'’s electronic public
docket. If you submit the copy that does
not cont